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24 June 1979

rum

Former CIA official says”
we can verify treaty terms

Dear Editor,

The News-Democrat was quite correct-
in its recent editorial entitled, "‘SALT
may be difficult to seil,” when it said
that “verification of the SALT II treaty
is and should be a key issue in the
Senate ratification debate.”

The dangers of nuclear weapons are
too great to depend om trusting the
Russians. But, fortunately, we do not
have to, even with the loss of our in-
telligence posts in Iran. .

The Iran bases were important sites
for collecting data on Soviet ICBMs be-
cause they were only 600 miles from
their Tyuratam test launch area. But,
this data was not essential for ensuring
that we could carry out timely detec-
tion of the provisions of the SALT I
treaty which could affect significantly
our security. We have alternate redun-
dant methods of doing. this..

1. The basic SALT ceilings on strate-

gic delivery- vehicles. do not rely on
Iran for-verification. They are mon-
itored by reconnaissance satellites le-
galized and guaranteed against
interference - and concealment by: the
terms of the treaty.

2. The limits on MIRVed missiles and
number of warheads per missile can be|
verified primarily by our extenmsive in-
telligence capabilities. at the re-entry
end of the Soviet test range. There we
have radars, cameras, and many other
sensors on land, on ships and on air-
crafs which can detect, count and even
weigh the incoming re-entry vehicles
and warheads. The- deployment phases |
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“of MIRVs occur at such high altitudes

that we can monitor this from far
beyond Iran. Satellites can watck and!
identify the missiles as they are
brought to the test launcher before nr-

ing.
i

3. Limits on new ballistic missilesi
also can be monitored satisfactorily:
without the Iranian posts although
these would have provided us more de-
tail and redundancy. However, the

‘viets could not test a significantly new

missile, as defined by the treaty, wlth-o
out running a very high nsk of bein
caught. ) _'

R T

We should replace our lost i
telligence capabilities as fast as
sible but satisfactory venhcanon doeel
not depend on this. . ‘

Such replacement would be more im-
portant in the absence of the treaty!
since that’ agreement provides many
means of determining the nature and
the extent ot the Sonet strategxc lhreat.-

Herbert Scwiue Jr.
former Deputy Director

end former Assistant Director
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
. MecLean, VI..




-from the Vladivestok summit,” Henry A.

. of the ranscript of that background brief-

* ment said they would be unravailable.

' the past ..z - %
“ NATO’s) was flight-tested in 1969. A modi-
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‘Backfire Apt

1o BeBigin - ;

SALT Debate

i
t
<
- By Robert G. Kaiser and Don Oberdorfer !

Washinzton Post Staff Writers l

InﬂDecember‘lQ?é; on a plane carrying
President Ford. and his- party to Tokyo

-Kissinger gave:ome: of his famous.back-{
-ground briefings to reporters. |

The subject.was the new strategic armsi
Jimitation treaty (SALT), tentatively achki
-eved at Vladivostok. and Kissinger was
“asked if the‘ Soviets' Backfire bomber!

‘ would be covered by the new accord. . ::

~.No, Kissinger replied, Backfire had not
been. mentioned at Vladivostok, so it would |
not be covered by the overall limits agreed |
to there on the two superpowers strategic
weapons, (- T

- In effect, K.lssmger saxd Backfire was a
medmm-range, not a long-range strategic
bomber. - £ :

) Almosu 1mmedx.ately szsmger deczded
this was too definitive a statement. Copies

ing were withdrawn, and the State Depart-:

. As it turned out, that Kissinger back-
grounder baptized the Backfire as a new
SALT issue. Previously, the swing-wing,
.supersonic bomber: had provoked heated
.debate. inside. the- U.S. government and
some public comment, but only after Vlad-

,wo.stok did .the plane. become a point of -

,senous ppublic. controversy.

When the formal SALT 1I debate begim .
Aonday in.-the- Senate Foreign Relations
Tommittee, Backfire is likely to be one of
three substantive issue¥ that gets the most
Sttentiom: (The¢ other two- are verification”
and the Soviets!:308 “heavy” supermissiles.y-

: Numerous eritics. of ‘SALT II and some
uncommztted senators have_asked publicly
bow a bomber that everyone agrees could
De”used dgainst- the ‘United States.could-
‘bave - beemr-excluded -from the nnmerical;
hmts of .the new: treaty.: )

. The-answer: to' that, questxon amounts to
an encapsulatedaccount of the ‘delicate-
-combination of . winks and compromises
that. pmduced the SALT II' agreement.
The.’ Caruerf’hdmimstraum is confident
that it can- smsfr senators. that the-Back-|
Zfire canr safely fe left outside of SALT,
‘but- some .of, the ireaty’s opponents: are
‘confident thabthe Backfire will be: a- po-]
tent- arvument for amendmg or re;ecting

—~a

The. fu-sr'JtBachm-e (the: desxgnmon' s

-fied version’appeared soon after, and went:
into production. In 1974 the plane -cam
into service. ‘It is used by.both.the, Spvmt
Air Force and the:Soviet Navy.i & s7m.
From the beginning Backfire has divided:
‘American intelligence anatysts. In-the mid-~

THE WASHINGTON POST
8 July 1979

1970s, according to a senior -government
official at the time, the Defense Intelli-
gence, Agency and the CIA produced wide-
ly differing estimates of the Backfire's
‘range, so different that the White House
had to order the two to produce a figure
or figures on which they could agree.

To this day U.S. intelligence on the Back-
fire—the Soviets call it a TU22M—is not
as good as officials would like. According
to informed sources, the United States
knows a good deal more about the Soviets’
principal missile systems than it. does.
about Backfire.

On one point’ there is no- debater at
present, the Backfire-.is- deployed as. a
“theater”  weapon, for potential use in

Europe and China, “and as:a sea-patrol air-

craft. Nothing in its history-so far; the,
‘way- the-plane is based, the training mis-
sions it flies, and so.on, suggests that the-
Soviets' envxsxom usmg xt aga.mst the
United. States.:; L ¥5es

= Butr axrplanes are ﬁenble weapon.s:.- and:
theoretically at least, the Soviets would have
little dlfﬂculty altenng the Backﬁres
.mission. ; - “E -

When used- fom(shottrandu medmm-range
missiors, the Backfire can fly supersonically -
and at low altitudes.:But. flying that way.
consumes fuel-rapidly.” To-reach the conti-
nental United States, the. plane wouid have-
to fly-at ‘a high altitude and a relatively
slow speed. On the other hand, if a Backfire:
were. refueled in flight, a.theoretical possxv
bllxty: it. could.fly lower: and- faster on a
mission to the United States... -

The Backfire is clearly a lesser plaae than
the- bambers. that -are counted under SALT,
but nevertheless -it: shares an: ability to
strike the-United States., Tlns is the essence
of the Backfire ambiguity."

- However, "it>'is+not" the’ only amblguous
weapon uLthm pxcture.r ‘The U S. F111 and..

AT T

"In a formal note. the Soviets pledged’
not to “increase the radius of action of
this airplane in such a way as to enable.
it to strike targets on the territory of the
U.S.A.” This phraseology is ambiguous,
since the term- “radius of action” sug-
gests round-trip missions, and even" U.S.:
bombers aren't programmed to return
home from an attack on the U.S.S.R. ’

At Vienna also the United States said
it would regard any Soviet effort to im- |
prove the Backfire’s capabilities as incon- |
sistent with the assurances the Sovnetsf
gave. But the Soviets said they would not
be bound .by any such unilateral Ameri-
_can- statement.’ The -two- sidu azreed to
disagree on that point. -

During the SALT I negoﬁttionl, the two
‘superpowers did not arrive at an agreed
definition- -of. a “heavy bomber,” though
they did agree that such bombers should-
be. counted under the overall limitations.
 In practice this means that Soviet Bi-
son' and Bear:‘bombers, both 1950s> vin:-
tage,; and U.S. B32s and Bls:are counted.
The Backfire is smaller than: all four of
these. The FBL111 is smaller-still. : .- " |

. There has been a series’ of Americm
gambxts during: the negotiations: to -some-
how count or account for-the-Backfire in.
SALT. The Soviets have agreed to talk
-about the matter; but.only oace- showed:
any willingness to incorponte a. nmt»
on Backfire into a-SALT.pact—. 5~ © &+

¢ That one instance was.in ea.rly 1976 ac-
co:dmg to Gerald R. Ford’s-recently pub-
lished memoirs. The - Soviets showed “in- 4
terest in a proposal advanced by Kissinger
that would have:limited the Soviets to 275
Backfires by 1981, and would also:.have:
puf Trestrictions on the: planes “deploy—«
ment and operations.’’:. ..o o

- In-return, the.United: States offered to'

FB111 swingwing planes 2140 raise questions: | 3 abandon - -submarine-based, - long-rangey
Sixty-six FB111s-armed with' thefmonuclear| cruise missiles, . a type of weapon not yet
bombe and based: ime Portsmouth, N.H., and {iR USe. . " . NI A
Plattsburgh, N.Y., .are part of the Strateg.c. .

That szsmger proposal foundeted when4
Air Command force» targeted - against ' the ' Ford decided he could. not afford to make
Soviet Unian.. With. one, in-flight refueiing, a SALT agreement during the- 1976 pri-:
these- planes ‘canr strike- targets througnout : maries, when Ronald Reagan was pepper-
European ‘Russia; and that is. theu- pnnupal ing him from the right wing. But:the limits.{
mission today. . - K =iz 0l Backfire 1t mcluded. were modest.ur ny

_,_ vt ' 2

These FB11ls: ate" of counted under the
SALT treaty's imitserm s o
. I addition;the: United: States " ‘maintains
3bout< 350 Fllls;: slightly* ‘tess capable:
' planes, 160 of which. are based in Britian,
and targeted against:the U.S.S.R. The oth-

'N‘L‘ = A

rer: FB11ls ‘based :,inx the- United States

‘could be- moved 'to-Britian'to-join. those:
;180 -in--crisis; Flying:from: British bases,
‘the F111s can hit targets’ over- most of the
Sovict U.nlon.# n‘% o 2 -"f\"?-' el
. The: F111s-also. gres ndt counted undet
SALTII. St rﬂh\; e - :
.The Sovlets now" havey 150 Backﬂres,
‘and are producing them at a rate of 30 a
month.” . At ‘the #Vienna+ summit Soviet
President Leonid I: Brezhnev assured Presi-
dent Carter that- this- rate- would remam
constant...... ;b PR S

A Hm e

- sometimes- argue that leaving Backfire un-—

Smce’early 1975 &merican o£ﬁcials:have1
seen Backfire ‘as a bargaining.chip. that
could be used to.protect American cruise
.missiles, the newest type- of strategic wea-;
pon and .one the Soviets have not . yet]
matched, 'SALT II 'does permit the. United
States to’ proceed ‘'with deployment of air:
launched cruise missiles’ and development
of other types, and administration officials.

} event.

counted helped make this possible. * . -
.-~ Carter _administration. officials- alsow
argue that leaving Backfire out of the
SALT. II limitations ‘was the price the
United -States- had -to.:pay to.leave_ out
American ‘forward-based ' systems”- and-
the French-and british nuclear forces. The:
_forward-based - systems. bombers._stationedy

GQH.TII\[UED
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in Europe and on-US. carriers, give the
United States thousands “of nuclear bombs
that can be used against Soviet targets byt
aren’t counied in SALT: . C
The Joint.Chiefs of Staff and some oth-
er elements inside the- American burean:
racy have argued- repeatedly that, it Back-
fire has the capability to attack the Um'teny
-States, it should be counted in SALT.
But more’ tham ‘once- the JCS has ap.
proved SALT proposals that left the plane
uncounted, in return. for other provisions
they thought would balance Backfire,
The JCS signed. off on.the- Carter admin-
istration’s March, 1977 “comprehensive’”
SALT proposal,'later rejected by the So-
viets, and they Have- signed off on the new
SALT I1 treaty; both. of- which excluded |
Backfire. .4 S Ly N
Some crities: of. SALT'IT ‘argue- that the
Backfire issue has. Symbolic. importance
beyond its: Substance: They contend that
excluding .the. Backfire from: SALT limits'
araounts to a one-sided concession to the
Soviet Union:,.in—.’a»treatrthat_is supposed:
to provide equality,. .-, VhRNaL ]
Refenders of the Backfire arrangement;
respond that the. treaty also permits the
United States -to-do things the Soviets
can’t mateh, ool Y foa
And deyond- that;: the practical ' aspects-
of Backfire cannot..be ~ignored. Specifi..
cally, they argue, a-Baclfire attack against
the United- States. won“take-:lo hours,
from:takeoff to- bombs-away; ;a. fact tha
: to.-the initial -

makes the bomber irrelevant

phase of a nuclear,war. ..’
.. R TS IRE S TR
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ARTICLE APTEARED
;I PAGQ

THE BALTIMORE SUN
7 July 1979

—Tne Battle Over Vemﬁca‘tmn——

The struggle over ratification of the strategic arms limitation treaty (SALT II) with the Soviet '

Union turns in part on how well Soviet compliance can be verified. Paul R. Bennett, who thinks |
it can, is an arms control specialist with the Union of Concerned Scientists. Charles M. Kupper- |

|
]
|
!

man, who does not, is @ defense analyst with_the Committee on the Present Danger.

TT WOULD be utterly foolish and
J. tremendously dangerous to rely
on:“the honor system” for enforce-
ment of SALT IL Fortunately, we
don't have to trust the Russians, be-
. cause today’s sophisticated military
satellites, radars, signal reception
gear and computers can probe deep
into the wnterior of the Soviet Union
and detect any significant violation.
Take SALT’s overall ceilings, for
example.
cameras can capture details as small
as a golf ball, the Soviets have vir-
tually no chance of building illegal

Since our huge satellite.

missile silos, submarines or bombers -

without detection. Nor could they
_ slip extra Backfires or forbidden silo
relvad equipment past our view. Cer-.
tainly the Soviet Union stretches
across vast territory, but American
. satellites pass over every inch of it
every day-
Camouflage» won’t help either.
Special mulgi-color image techniques
and computerized picture enhance-

- By Paul R. Bennett

i

ment would reﬁal any hidden facili-- _‘
ties. Efforts to-conceal would them« -
selves consmute vmlauons of the y

treaty.

In fact, launcher venficatlon by

satellite is so good that SALT critics

generally skip over the subject entire-
ly and go directly to other concerns:
Can we determine the number of
missiles equipped with multiple war-

heads (“*MIRVs™ in SALT jargon)?.
Can we count the MIRVs atop a par- _

ticular missile?

Yes we can, during the two dozen
test flights every Soviet missile goes
through to attain combat reliability.
Anything shot up in these tests falls
to earth within easy range of what is
probably the world’s: most sophisti-
cated radar, at Shemya Air Force
Base in the Aleutian Islands. A Sovi-
et basketball couldn’t get past this

device, which is supplemented by

planes and ships in the vicinity.
Under SALT rules, “blank shots”

{(LiEe these included in several Soviet |

'SS-18 missile tests) count as the real
thing. Aiming and shooting maneu-
vers of a warhead carrier, tracked by

“our powerful radar in Turkey and sig-
naled by intercepted telemetry, count
even if no warhead is actually re-
leased. '

Assume a test missile carried

MIRVs. Prior to liftoff, American
satellite cameras photographed. its
launcher (silo or submarine tube). All
‘other launchers of the same design
count as MIRV launchers. Non-
MIRYV look-alikes of these launchers
are banned. These rules leave the So-
_viets no way to secretly add xllegal
MIRVedmlssﬂa ST

.. All this should g'rve some perspec--
tive on the loss of our Iran monitor-
- ing stations. Radar and listening
' equipment there followed Soviet mis- .
sile tests at low altitudes, providing -

important tip-offs to new missile de-

velopments restricted by SALT. Sim- -

ilar facilities in Turkey fail to pick up
_certain valuable data, becauss thoy
are older and farther away. .

e Where does that leavs us? Satelhte
photographs still reveal the dim<z-
sions of test missiles. Our Aleutian
radar tracks descending warheads, al-

lowing us to calculate missile throw- -
weight. The bases in Turkey, radars-

elsewhere and heat-sensing satellites

* watch the ‘ascent of test flights.: But-
. the certainty of  several - measure-ﬁ

ments is leu without Iran.’
We can quickly eompensato for

tha lnes v imnsaaine mw fanilitian in.

- sile; the favorite straw man of SALT

Turkey, by sending in specially’
equipped U-2 planes to follow missile
tests, and/or by launching sounding
rockets to shadow those tests. Ulti-
mately, we can orbit enough electron-
ic intelligence satellites to eliminate
dependance on ground stations for
launch monitoring. These steps will
maintain the total monitoring capa-
bility necessary to SALT verification.

That brings us to the cruise mis-

verification critics. Sure, the small
size of these precision-guided drones
makes them difficult to verify. But
the Soviets lag so far behind in cruise
missile development that they
couldn’t reach illegal levels before the
treaty expires anyway. The United
States accepted cruise missile limits
because in return the Soviets agreed
to a ceiling on MIRVed land-based
missiles . (their most threatening
weapons) and to a freeze on warheads |
per missile (the payload of their most |
threatening weapons). These crucisl
restrictions can be confidently veri-
fied, as described above. " .

So why does everyone think the
United States cannot monitor SALT?!
I suggest that SALT opponents have!
succusfu.l.ly explomd this technicali
issue by scaring the public with sen-i
sational charges. Somewhat excessive
secrecy restrictions have prevented nJ
credxble Administration response. It’s l
- a clever tactic- for defeating the
treaty, but not one that serves the -h
Curity interests 2; Amencl in the nu
clear age. .I

CoNTIRUER
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THRESIDENT Carter has stated re- |
peatedly that the SALT II treaty .
“will be verifiable” because “we have
very sophisticated proven means—
including our satellites—to deter- .
mine for ourselves whether the Soviet !
Union is meeting its treaty obliga- :
tions.” Such words fail to place the
issue:of verification in the proper
perspective: That SALT II, far from

By Charles M. Kupperman

being verifiable, is a bad agreement
on both strategic and political
grounds, and a bad agreement does-
not cease to be a bad agreement by
being wholly verifiable. ,
Not only does SALT I limit the
wrong things, the United States has
little capability to verify Soviet com-
pliance with the critical terms of
SALT II limits. Soviet violations of
both the letter and the spirit of
SALT I and our reluctance to con-
front the Soviets quickly and reso-
lutely on such matters have set a bad
political and strategic precedent for
Soviet compliance with SALT IL :

Another major source of difficulty
is the treaty's language. Definitions
of key terms, such as “missile launch-
er” and “heavy bomber,” are ex-:
tremely weak. [n addition, loopholes:
in the treaty will compound the prob-
lem of verification. The limit of one
“new type” of ICBM with no limits
on new types of submarine-launched
ballistic missiles is one glaring loop-
hole. The failure to close such loop-!

%

_lite) and vital information on other

‘compromised U.S. verification re-

holes permits the Soviet Union to
further expoit its “breakout potenti- |
al” for quickly adding to its strategic |
capability. Components of the fifth |
generation of Soviet missiles could be l
easily retrofitted to Soviet ICBMSs |
currently deployed. Placing the pro- :
pulsion system of the SS-17 or an im- '
proved version in an SS-19 type mis- |
sile would give the Soviets an ICBM-
pearly as capable as the heavy SS-18 |
missile. ’

While the administration appears
to be satisfied with its assertion that
“we do not rely on trust or Soviet
good faith,” provisions covering Sovi-
et cruise missile capabilities and de-’
ployments, Soviet encryption of te-
lemetry in missile tests, and the flim-
sy assurances relating to the Backfire
bomber, for example, are based on
trusting the Soviets. '

Even assuming that the Soviets
will neither deliberately conceal ac-
tivities nor attempt to deceive U.S.
intelligence - (an analytical leap - of
faith bv the administration of the
first order), recent intelligence
by the Soviet Union—acquisition of
the technical manual for-the KH-11
satellite (reportedly our most ad-

vanced photo reconnaissancs satel-
U.S. satellits systems—have severely

sources and capabilities. As a conse-
quence, the Soviet Union now knows
what U.S. intellizence sateilites can
see on each pass over the Soviet Un-
ion. . c
Despite the administration’s fixa-

tion with compromised verification

technology, the fact that the number:
of Soviet missiles and warheads pro-:
duced and stockpiled is not limitedi
by SALT should not be forgotten nor:
that overhead photo reconnaissance:
cannot peer inside a building, shed, |
or under canvas, and that it is Iimited}
by adverse meteorological conditions. |

Regardless of how precise satellite
photo reconnaissance becomes, it
cannot reveal the range of Soviet
cruise missiles or the type of war-
heads they carry. Verification of So-
viet cruise missile deployment inside
Backfire bombers will be virtually
impossible to detsct. Other potential
Soviet developments that would be|
militarily significant and unverifiable!
include the clandestine deployment
of MIRVed or un-MIRVed missiles
or deployment of a longer range sea-
launched cruise missile on their al-
ready large number of cruise missile !
submarines. ’ ;

The loss of U.S. intelligence facili- |
ties in Iran has virtually eliminated |
our ability to verify critical qualita- 1
tive aspects of Soviet missils pez-;
formance, including the power of So-
viet missile boosters, the specific im-
pulse of the propulsion system, and
the throwweight of the missile. The
proposed stopgap measures simply
cannot replace these sites, and when |
Turkey, a NATO ally, requires Soviet |
permission to allow American U-2!
aircraft the use of Turkish airspace, |
this indicates how far the strategic
balance has shifted against the Weet. |

Finally, verification of the terms of |
SALT II ultimately rests upon the-
nature and accuracy of intelligence
estimates. The SALT record indi-!
cates a rather substantial American |
error rate in. the intelligence esti-!
mates of Soviet quantity, quality, and |
the rate of Soviet strategic improve-,
ments. As Walter Lippmann said,

“] do not find much ground for:
reasonable. confidence in a pohcyl
which can be successful only if the !
most optimistic . prediction should |

. provetobotrue.Surelylammdpoli-

cy must be addressed to the worst
and hardest that may be judged to be
probable, and not to-the best and.
easiest that may be possible.” -~ =

After nearly ten years of SALT,

" such skepticism is long overdue. -
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'Russians See
SALT’s Value
As Political .

By Henry S. Brandon ;
Special to The Washington Star !

MOSCOW — Russian officials say |
the outcome of the SALT II ratifica- |
tion debate will indicate whether
Soviet-American relations can move
into a phase that will lead to further
arms reductions or an era of fiercer
arms competition.

The possibility that a Senate rejec-

" tion of the treaty later this year
might coincide with Chairman Leo-

Kremlin Views
A Star Special Report-.

As the SALT Il debate begins today
in the U.S. Senate, the Kremlin, too,
is watching. The view from there, as
recorded in recent days by Henry
Brandon of the London Sunday
Times, is one of hope for ratification.
But one aside by Kremlin insider
Georgi Arbatov suggests a lot about
the tone of Russian thinking. He
says bluntly: “‘American senators
cannot expect to make the world
dance to their tune.” This is the re-
port by Brandon, on special assign-
ment for The Washington Star.

nid 1. Brezhnev’s physical and politi-
cal demise is on the minds of Rus-
sian officials and many statesmen in
the world as are the uncertainties
that this could inject into the world
situation. .- -
Russian officials, Russian military
- experts and Western diplomats indi-
cated in interviews that the Soviet
leadership attaches more of a politi-
cal than a military importance to the:
SALT I treaty. But the Soviets do
stress that the treaty includes for
the first time qualitative restrictions’
on weapons and that its ratification
could lead to further arms limitation
agreements.

The reason for the political impor-
tance attached to the treaty is that
the Carter-Brezhnev meeting in
Vienna and the signing of SALT Il is

THE WASHINGTON STAR (GREEN LINE)
9 July 1979 :

seen as proof that the basic Nixon-
Kissinger detente policy, derailed by
the first Carter proposals for SALT II
of March 1977, is again the guiding
impulse to American policy. Its basic
function is to contain the risks of
conflict within certain boundaries
by negotiated agreements or im-
plicit understandings.

In contrast to the Kremlin, the
U.S. Senate puts more emphasis on
the military aspects of SALT II. The
Russians for this reason have been
unusually cooperative in giving a
Senate delegation and Sens. Sam
Nunn and Robert Byrd access to top
military and civilian leaders in
order to help President Carter to
convince the Senate of the impor-
tance and the equal advantages of
the SALT Il treaty. - ;

There is a barely suppressed re-
sentment by the Russians that after
all the long drawn-out negotiation
with the Carter administration, the
Soviet government in effect is now
engaged in another set of negotia-
tions with American senators.

Soviet experts in American af-
fairs, however, seem to have had
enough influence to overcome the
resentment and to win a better
understanding in the Politburo for
the American constitutional pro-
cesses.

‘A Clearcut Solution’

The Soviets also stress that it is
important for the West to under-
stand their foreign policies.

Georgi Arbatov, the director of
the Institute for American and Cana-
dian Studies, for instance, put the
Soviet position as follows:

~ “The USS.R. is a great power with
its own responsibilities. A situation
could develop, say in Southern
Africa where we would have no
alternative but to aid national liber-
ation movements. We have a clear-
cut solution, though, to prevent such
a situation from developing, which
is for the United States to help re-
move the remnants of colonial rule
in Africa: T e

“It is a great opportunity for the
West to strengthen its position in
Southern Africa. But American sena-
tors cannot expect to make the
world dance to their tune. We had
some very difficult decisions to take
in 1972 when President Nixon de-
cided to bomb Haiphong on the eve
of his meeting with Mr. Brezhnev in
Moscow. .

3
g

“Qur leadership then had ta weigh '
what was more important in the
long run and it decided to hold the
summit meeting in spite of this
provocation. Whatever might hap-
pen on the sidelines of Soviet-Ameri-
can relations, it will be up to the Sen-
ate to weigh the importance of SALT |
II against this and against the fact -
that it has raised many people’s :
hopes for further positive develop- |
ment.”

“To Be Or Not To Be’

Valentin Falin, the spokesman for
the Central Committee of the Com-
munist Party and former Soviet
ambassador to West Germany, put it
somewhat differently:

“The SALT II problem-is not an
emotional one, it is one of common
sense. It's a matter of to be or not to
be. It cannot be considered in con-:
nection with events in other parts of
the world.” . o

He and Vitaly Kobysh, the head of
the Department for American Af-
fairs in the Central Committee who
sat in on the interview, nevertheless
wondered whether some senators,
opposed to SALT, might not take
advantage of the revolutiopary
situation that has developed in
-Nicaragua and blame the Saviat |

Union for it though, he stressed,!
Russia had nothing to do withit |
One of the highly respected soviet
specialists in military affairs praised|
the SALT agreement for being the!
first effort to place quantitative and,
qualitative ‘limits on the missile,
race. But he warned that unless it is|
ratified and serves as a bridge to:
SALT III, the world *“will be moving:
into an increasingly more danger-,
ous phase.”.. - LT z
“The arms race is not any more a
race to improve weapons, but one .
that gains its momentum from new
. technological inventions. This dan-:
ger is growing because the military
and the scientists now look for weap-
.ons which are more useable than big |
missiles to make limited wars more ;

.. feaSlble‘ JAREAIEL S S L BEPL My LRSS Ak R i
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One Missile Breeds Another—=*! ‘

e said that according to the SALT |
1I treaty the United States had the |
right to opt for the MX missile with a :
mobile basing system, but it would
be a dangerous development be-!
cause the idea behind it is that
United States now needs a counter- |
force capability. :

“As we all know,” this man, a {or- ‘
mer high military official, argued, :
“the military are like children.
When one child has a new toy the
other wants it too. Therefore if the
United States proceeds with the MX,
our military are bound to tell us that
they too find a mobile basing system
very attractive. Then. it will be our
turn to improve the accuracy of our
missiles and their invulnerability.
This is the natural way. If one side
escalates the other follows sooner
rather than later. The last 15 years

_proveit” - - . .

Three Russian officials, ques-
tioned about the prospects of a shift
of priorities from military to civilian
production, confirmed independ-
ently that no shift would even be |
contemplated until SALT II is rati-
fied. ,

: ObstacleS to Ratification

He was-emphatic that the Soviet
Union is not aiming at military su-
periority. e

He added: “It is impossible for two
great powers such as the Soviet
Union and the United States to
create a situation where one or the
other side can achieve superiority. It
is not possible even if one tried to
gain superiority in one or the other
military sector.” . .
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" here, while not necessarily consider-

It was pointed out that one obsta-
cle to ratification could be the prob-:
lem of the verification of Soviet mis-
sile testing and Soviet unwillingness)
to give the Turkish government at|
least tacit approval for overflights
by American U-2 planes. .

The Soviet officials said it would,
be psychologically difficult for the:
Soviet Union to approve the opera-;
tion of a plane that has such notori-!

ety with-the Russian public. They:

also said that the United States did
not really need the U-2 flights for
missile test verification but wanted
them for other intelligence reasons.

The leading Western ambassadors

ing Brezhnev a man of peace, be-
lieve that he is sincere in his abhor-
rence of war and that the Soviet
government has shown a good deal
of restraint in recent months. in
Africa, the Middle East, Iran and
Vietnam. ;o

These Western ambassadors also
believe that SALT II is important to
the Soviet government because it is,
symbolic of military equivalence be
tween the Soviet Union and the
United States. It flatters the Soviet
power ego and it aiso is a useful re-
minder to China that the Soviet

Union has its own special relation-
chinsrith thollastad Qeasgs - - "
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'Ex-Director Of CIA Says Senate

LNULANAPULLDS DILAK
29 June 1979

l

Must Rahfv The SALT II Treaty

William E. Colby. a former director of

the Central Intelligence Agency, Thurs-
day urged ratification of the Strategic
Arms Limitation Treaty (SALT II), say-
ing. “We are a lot better off with the
treaty than we are without it.”

Colby said that adoption of the ireaty
by the U.S. Senate wiil halt the nuclear
arms race and aliow the-nation to con-
centrate on conventional Soviet threats.

He said treaty ratification will save
the American taxpayers $50-$100 billion
because it would stop the need to develop

new nuclear weapons systems to eounter

Soviet threats: e

"v

IN SHARP contrast to- congressmnal

critics of the treaty, Colby said verifica-

tion is not a problem with the treaty. -
“Qur intelligence can absolutely- tell
“us about Soviet weapons development
and production,” he said... e

Colby, now an attorney, made his
remarks to the Economic Club of Indian-
apolis in the Indiana Convention-
Exposition Center.

He said that Amencas spy service
had made some ‘‘stupid and some
wrong’’ moves durmg its exxstence since
World War II. .

“The agency was created by.a presi-
dential commission that directed it to be
more ruthless than the opposition and by
a Congress that said it didn't want to
know what was happening.”

into trouble,” he said. :

He urged the US. to resume en-
gagememt in ‘‘covert’” operations in
foreign counties. “To say. we support an
ally (like the. Shah of Iran) but to refuse

’

_Third World nations, adding that South
- Africa. Brazil, Taiwan and A.rgennna
. “WITH A directive like Lhat the Fxsh'

and Wildlife Service would\ have gotten

to help him is a contradictxon in terms,” |
he said.

By assisting moderates in fomgn gov~
ernments, the U.S. can make sure the
people of those nations wow't be faced.
with the choice between a right-wing
Dictatorship and a left—wmg terrorist
group. he said. )

He said that the greatst “threat tm
“world stability -is.the chance that
nuclear weapons will be developed by

could develop those weapons.

" He told the audience: ‘of about
persons how the CIA observed the co
struction and outfitting of a Soviet air:
craft carrier and ‘‘when it sailed mto me
BlackSea |Lwasnnsupnsetous. R

“The. question is. this:: Are. we petty-
foggers looking for-absolute evidence:for
some little variation:-—a quarter.of an
inch on the side of an absolute state <= or
are we interested.in the protection of owr
country and the-ability to make an
agreement to move ahead to these kinds
of new restraints that wul help us as well
asthe Soviets.” 1707 Tl ST

Colby- said the” agreemem. ‘must be
ratified before the ‘‘next gcneranon of -

Soviet leaders take over the govern—«:
ment.”

i

.1"
v’ "\ \,B\( z y
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By Vernon A. Guidry Jr.
Wasbington Star Staif \Writer

The Joint Chiefs of Staff are “not
really enthusiasts” for the SALT II
treaty, acknowledged one of their
number, Adm. T.B. Hayward, the
Chief of Naval Operations.

But the chiefs appeared before the

Senate Foreign Relations Committee -

yesterday to give a guarded, condi-
tional endorsement to the new
Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty
with the Soviet Union. Their aim
was clear. Hayward put it this way:
“Pressure decision-makers.” ..
According to the chiefs, “SALT-II
is a modest but useful step in a long-

range process which must include -

the resolve to provide adequate capa-
bilities to maintain strategic equiva-
lence.”

But Gen. David C. Jones, chairman
of the chiefs, who did most of the
testifying, declined to link any par-

ticular defense programs to support =
for the treaty and bristled at any -

“implication of being bought off.”
Jones insisted that “regardless of
the outcome of the SALT If ratifica-
tion process, there is an urgent need
to proceed resolutely and deliber-
ately with a well-thought-out pro-
gram of force modernization, both to

Lo

THZ WAS
12 July 1979

avoid the undesirable international
consequences of strategic inferiority
and to create the necessary incen-
tives for Soviet agreement 10

_significant reductions as the arms
control process continues.”

Criticizeg Civilians

Jones was critical of past civilian
masters of the military. He claimed
that previous administrations were

given military advice that, if fol-
lowed, would have left the nation

better off in the 1980s and made the.

Russians more agreeable to signifi~
cant arms reductions in the round of
SALT negotiations just completed.
The four chiefs and their chair-
man sat side-by-side at.the witness
table in the big Senate Caucus Room,
from time to time outnumbering the
senators who questioned them as the
long afternoon of SALT testimony
. wore on. R
. “Despite differing degrees of con-
cérn among the joint chiefs of staff
on specific aspects of SALTII," Jones
tesified, “all of us judge that the
agreement which the president
signed 1n Vienna is in the U.S. na-
tional interest.. . .” -~ -
Chief among those concerns was
one that the mere existence of a
treaty would lull the public into be-

Cem e T

HTNGTON STAR (Green Line)

provisions of the agreement vary |
substantially.  Jones said. TRus,
there are risks i tais area of the
treaty, he said, adding that the
chiefs on balance found the risks
“acceptable provided we pursue
vigorously céal[engess to guestion-

able Soviet practices, 1mprovements

in the capability of our monitoring
asSets, and moderinization of our

‘strategic forces.” .~ -
. Another of the chiefs’ concerns
was the treaty provision that per-

. mits the Soviet Union to retain 308 of
- its mammoth SS-18 intercontinental
missiles. . .

The chiefs_w;ud\ild ﬁavé“;;}éferred §
“a major reduction” to cut.down on l
the payload the Russians can hurl at+y

. the United States. At the same time,.

i
1

i

!

lieving that a larger expenditure for-..

a strengthened strategic arsenal was
not necessary.

The chiefs did. have specific con- -

cerns and they voiced some of them

yesterday. For one thing they were

concerned aoout the ability o the !
United States to a ?uate% monitor |

v avior in orger to veruy
compliance with the new treaty.
“Qur review of these matters indi-
cated that the U.S. ability to monitor
Soviet compliance with the many

-
|

.use of this throwweight advantage.

Jones said limiting the Soviet Union
to 10 warneads did go some of the’|

-, way toward denying them the fu ¥
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SALT Wins
Cool Support
From Military

By Robert G. Kaiser
Waskington Post Stall Writer
The Joint Chiefs of Staif endorsed
the new strategic arms limitation
treaty yesterday as “a modest but use-
ful step” provided it is accompapxed
by substantial new military spending.
The five chiefs “are not raging en-
thusiasts for many features of the
treaty,” as Adm. Thomas B. Hayward
put it, but under intense senatorial
guestioning the chiefs reiterated their
overall support for SALT II and their
belief that the treaty is “adequately
verifiable.™

As the Senate: Foreign Relations
Committee continued hearings on the
treaty, John Glenn (D-Ohio) said he
thought the chiefs were “damning it
by faint praise;” but Gen. David. C.
Jones of the Air Force, chairman of
the JCS, said he would not use that
phrase. . .

Moreover, Jones explicitly rejected
the idea of reopening substantive ne-|
gotiations on SALT II with the Sovi-!
ets, and he disputed the suggestion|
that the country would he better off
by abandoning the SALT process or
rejecting this treaty.

Repeating the piirase the chiefs]
worked out to describe their position,;
Jones said the treaty was “a modest
hut useful contribution, but it doesn’t
solve the whole problem. That’s our
advice and we hope you will take it.”

In a detailed prepared statement
and in answers to senators* questions,
the five chiefs echoed the message
given earlier by both Defense Secrej
tary Harold Brown and Secretary of
State Cyrus R. Vance: Even with
SALT II, the United States will ha‘{e»
to increase its spending on strategic
forces- by 510 billion or more in the-
next six years. .

But in the special echo chamber
that the nation’s military leaders ere-
ate. that message came through yes-
terday louder and more forcefully
than it had in earlier hearings on
SALT II in this committee.

Senior officials of the Carter admin-
istration expressed satisfaction that
the chiefs had given broad support for :
the treaty while declining to adopt;
any of the opponents’ substantive or
tactical positions. =~ . . 7 3

However; skeptics "and’ opponents
thought they- found some- support in|
the many qualifying clauses that dot- !
ied the chiefs’ comments. 7 " =

Sen, Jesse Helms (R-N.C.), for exam-|
nle, pressed Gen. Lew Allen Jr. of thef

THE WASHINGTON POST
12 July 1979

Air Force on ' qualifications in the:

i

cniets’ prepared statement about tha:
verifiability of SALT Il — that Is,|
America’s -abiity to monitor Soviet‘
complance with the treaty. i

The statement said that, vg;jﬂca;ipn!
“will pose a stern challenge to our’
vary !
systems,” and _that U.S. ability to ver-
ify different specific elements of the |
treaty wul vary ‘“‘substantially.” ’

Under questioning from Helms,;

Gen. Allen said there were some|

points that might not be possible to
verity with high confidence, but the
chiefs assessed the potential signifi-
cance of cheating in these areas and
“our conclusion . was that- it -is all

rigat” —— provided, he went on, that
the - United States aggressively im-

pfmﬂW ‘
¢ Helms replied that he sympathized
with citizens watching the hearings on
television who had to decide what the
general had just said. I think you
said.‘yes and no,,” Helms commented
with a grin, and Allen did nat dispute|
him. v

The chiefs” testimony illuminated
the complex web of interests involved
in the SALT process. When the five
pillars of braid and brass who lead
the country’s armed services sat down
in a row at the witness table, there
wasn't a civilian official in sight-—-only
military aides. This was the military’s
day, as Jones affrmed under ques
tioning from Frank Church, (D-Idaho),
the committee chairman. . --

Will you “give us your honest ad-
vice” even if it differs from the posi-
tion of the president and secretary of
defense, Church asked.>. ... -

“Yes, sir, we pledge to-do so,” the
general replied. . .—. ... . .

In their carefully drafted statement,
read by Jones, th® chiefs declared:
“With or -without SALT, the United
States needs to. do far more than we
haves-done - in- recenmr .years- to
strengthen and modernize our ‘strate-
gic forces lest the {rend toward Soviet:
superiority become irreversible.”. ... -
~The chiefs. said cqntinued cutbacks
starting in the: Nixon. administration
“lowered .. . the incentives for the So-
viets: to negotiate  significant reduc-
tions in strategic-arms.” -~ .. ..

“The most serious. coneern of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff,” their statement
said,.“is the risk that' SALT II could
be allowed to become a: tranquilizer to
the  American people,” one-that would
disguise~ the “urgent need to proceed
resolutely - and deliberately with a:
well-thought-out program of . force:
modernization . . .” 7 :

The chiefs’ statement acknowledged
that they had always wanted the Sovi-
et’s Backfire bomber to be counted
under SALT limits, and that the pro-
vision permitting the Soviets to retain
308 “heavy” supermissiles also trou-
bled them. They also said they would.
have preferred a treaty¥ that called for

much. deeper. cuts in-both superpow-
ers’ arsenals.. . . - st el

i
H

But they added that restraints on |
the Backtire’s rate of production and,
on the number of warheads the |
“heavy” missiles can carry‘(ten) were |
both signficant. And the chiefs enu-|
merated half a dozem provisioas of!
SALT II which they said “‘operate pri-
marily to our advantage.” ‘

These included provisions forcingf
the Soviets to dismantle 250 strategic |
Systems, limiting the numbers of war-:
beadg rockets can carry, limiting the :
introduction of new rockets, banning !
the S_o_viets' S516 mobile missile, and
requiring that the Soviets not inter-:
fere with U.S. “national means” of oo- |
serving their . strategic programs.

“On the other hand,” the chiefs |
said, “the specific limits on the United |
States are quite nominal” ang permit |
all the strategic programs now on
Per}tagon drawing boards to go akead.

“The danger to the United States|
dogs not arise from any specific limi-
tatans in the agreement, but from
t_entla.l consequences of unilateral ae-
tions.or inactions in the past—and, "f'f
Wwe are not careful—in the future.”

.Itj the United States undertakes new
mmgaljy programs-—and senior Carter!
administration officials have _ been}
promising them repeatedly -all wee.
in these hearings—and if future neg
tiations lead to substantial reductions;
“history will record SALT IT as a step‘
forward,” the chiefs said. | o

Withouf a commitment to bothi
those points, they added, “we will find
SALT II made little difference and!
may have been a net.]oss.” !

The chiefs noted that i 1973 tneir'f
predecessors recommended approval
of the SALT agreements provided cer-
tain new3American programs were un-
dertaken, but that'some of those pro-
grams (the BI bomber, for example)
were later canceled. Had that advice.
beez; heeded the new chiefs. said, .“we:
would. face Iess' perilous strategic
prospects...” . el S is il

- Yesterday morning, DefenseSekre- ]
tary Brown and his undersecretary-
for research and engineering, William
J. Perry, testified. Jospeh R. Biden Jr.
(D-Dew.)-pursued the issue of the 308
Soviet heavy missiles that has con-
cerned numerous treaty critics. How~|
ard H. Baker Jr. (R-Tenn.), the Senatej
mingrity leader, hasy said these 308+
missiles -represent-“a fatal flaw™ in
the treaty.. T e TR

Biden elicited affirmative ‘answers
from Brown to a series of questions,‘
meant to establish that these3308 mis-
siles do not give the Soviets any great;
advantage that they couldn’t achieve!

with other rocket systems. At the end ]
of his questioning, Biden said: “I hope |
this puts an end to what I think isi
posturing on this issue.” S

Bakej could not reply; he was ab-.
snet from yesterday’s hearing. . . L
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, sured Ecevit-—-when he should have
' verification flights. His' probably vain

. clouds its vision. Moreover, circumstan-

Article appeared
on page A-23
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Rowlend Evans and Robert Novak

Bungle on the U2

ANKARA—President Carter’s insist- |
ence on flying the U2 spy plane ;
through Turkish airspace in hopes of
gaining Senate votes for SALT II has |
backfired- on Carter and damaged '
Turkish Prime Minister Bulent Ecevit
in a classic case of risking a major U.S.
strateglc interest for a minor tacncal‘
gain.

The strateg'lc interest is keeping Tur-
key cemented in the Western alliance
while other Soviet-bordered states—|
Afghanistan, Pakistan and Iran—-—lmvel
turned anti-American or neutral. That.
strategic interest was just beginning to.
pay dividends once again following ther
lifting of the Turkish arms embargo im-!

defeating, pro-Greek emotions in 1974. !

The minor tactical gain is Carter's|
search for votes in the Senate ratifica- |
tion battle over the new strategic arms
limitation agreement (SALT ID. With
verification of Soviet compliance a key
element in the debate, Carter has pres- |

pressured Moscow-—to- permit the U2

hope is that even though the U2 would
not possibly be ready for its new task
until long after the Senate vote, it!
would attract the support of skeptical |
senators. :

’ Thersulthasbeena double loss for
Carter: a much-ballyhooed admission
that the United States cannot verify
SALT I without new electronic monitors
somewhere, and a serious but wholly
predictable setback in US-Turkish refa-
tions. This is partly the result of growing
concern inside the Turkish government,
and including powerful military officers,
that Carter is now linking approval for
the United States to launch its U2 over~
flights to the new US.-Turkish defense
cooperation agreement and the longe’
term military aid now being negotiated.
In other words—-appmve the overflights,
or else!

In fact, such dlrect linkage aimost
certainly does not exist at this point as
a matter of administration strategy.
But Turkey has so often heen abused,
particularly by the one-dimensional'
pro-Greek lobby in Congress led by
Rep. John Brademas (D-Ind.), the Demo-
cratic whip, that a touch of paranoia

tial evidence abounds in the U2 affair
that Turkey is being deliberately
squeezed from Washington. o

‘For example, Secretary of Defense
Harold Brown muscled Gen. Kenan |
Evren, chief of staff of the Turkish:
armed forces, in his Pentagon office |
June 8 in a surprisingly uncharacter-
istic lecture for the disciplined, self-
controlled Brown. Teaching the Turks
ish general a civics lesson, Brown in+
structed him as follows: You Turks
should make up your own mingd what to
do about your territory; Turkey is a
sovereign country, isn’t it, and are you !
not its senior general? You don't have |
to clear U2 flights with Moscow. But ‘
Brown knew that Ecevit had already
given Carter his immutable condition
for the overflights. Ecevit wrote Carter
in reply to a long April 13 letter from
Carter asking U2 permission. Since the
US. request was not based on_any
stated or perceived need of the West-
ern alliance, but on the SALT treaty
alone, Ecevit wrote, Moscow would a.lso
have to agree.

Brown'’s civics lesson to Gen. mren
looked suspiciously like an effort to
undermine Ecevit, using the general as
a lever. Evren has told intimates hers
that he was not amused.

If that was on the clumsy side, the
rush trip here by Deputy Secretary of
State Warren Christopher fn-early May,
following the exchange of letters, was
cut from the same cloth. Christopher.
warned Ecevit that Congress, the key
to resumption of absolutely essential
military aid, would be inclined to vote
“no” if the U2 scheme was rejected by
Turkey. Christopher thought he was
stating an objective fact; to Ecevit;
those words sounded like blackmail. - --~,

When the House then rejected a syme
bolically important $50 million in grant
military aid for Turkey by a 200-vote
margin in 2 fight led by Brademas; just
10 days after Brown's civics lessony
Ecevit, Gen. Evren and most other Turk-
ish leaders drew the conclusion that the
U2 affair had jammed the gears.

Ecevit, clinging to power by a torn
fingernail in an evenly divided parlia.-
ment, has been badly hurt by the U2 af.
fair. Opposition leaders have distorted
his “clear-it-with-Moscow” order, call-
ing it ignominious for Turkey. “The U2
affair has hurt Ecevit, yes sir,” the prin-
cipal opposition leader, Sulqyman
Demirel, told us. “It has ope.au upa
big hole through him.” . .

!
i
i
i

i

" "More important, the United States—

and particularly Carter himself—havs
been damaged. The huge vote that de-
feated that 350 million in grant military i
aid foilowed White House assurances to
Gen. Evren that Carter would exert al}
his influence to get it passed (the Sen-

- ate had easily passed it weeks before). ;

Brademas made the president look ri -

diculous here, alarming Turks of all po.

litical persuasions. To them it meant :

either presidental weakness or caicus .

lated U2 linkage, both of which raise :
ominous questions about the U.S.- Turk- |
ish future.

Until the U2 affair, Carter had !
moved courageously and with success -
to liquidate the error$\of the past, a suc-
cess now dimmed by haste to pres-:
sure Turkey—instead of Moscow—in :
his search for voteson SALT.. ~ . .|
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Soviet Union Declines to Accept
U2 Flighis Over Turkey

By Don Oberdorfer

Washington Poet Star? Writer
The Soviet Union has refused to ac-
quiesce to United States reconnais.
sance flights over Turkev to aid verifi- |
cation of the strategie arms limitation |
treaty (SALT I, informed official |
sources said yesterday. |
The Russian - attitude, conveyed to |
Washington through diplomatic chan- |
nels since an. inconclusive discussion
at the Vienna summit meeting three
weeks ago,. has generated additional.
U.S. interest in an alternative verifica.
tion plan involving improved radio in-

terception facilities in Norway.
Norwegian Prime Minister Odvar
Nordli was quoted by the Osio news-
paper Aftenposten as saying that “if.
the United States and the Soviet Un.
ian want Norway to play a part in the
implementation of the SALT II agree-
ment, Norway would be willing to do

tais.™ T .

Nordli’s attitude was news to Amer-
ican diplomats concerned with Norwe-
gian affairs, evidently because discus-
sion of the highly sensitive questions
involving surveillance of the Soviet
Union has been carried on outside of

regular diplomatic channels. o

Nordli's statement could be inter«T
preted to mean that, as in the case of
Turkey, Norway will' insist that the’
Soviets give their assent to new US. ‘
intelligence operations designed to
support verificatiom of the strategic
armg limitation treaty. .

Soviet approval of improved Norwe-
gian facilities seems doubtfu! in view
of Moscow’s refusal to cooperate on
the Turkish flights. Additional csuse |
for doubt is Soviet media criticisrmy of
the Norway bases plan- following its1
publication June 29 by The New York J
Times.

A Radio Moscow broadcast earlier |
this week, referring to public discus :
sion of Norwegian intelligence bases, !
called the facilities “yet another part |
of the military presence in Scandina- |
via. .. another lever for influencing !
the border country’s policy.” The i

. doroadcast maintained that Norwegian-

bases are not needed for verification ;
of SALT II and ‘charged that they :
would have “no connection” with the -
interests of detente in Europe.

Another article in the Oslo newspa. -
per, however, quoted unnamed “Nor- !
weglan authorities” as saying the So-
viet Union. is not expected to oppose
Norway’s' becoming more involved in i
the monitoring of SALT II through fa-|
cilides on Norwegian soil.- A Norwe-|
gian: defense official was quoted as!
confirming that an. existing listeningz |
statiom in Norway, manned by Norwe-|
gian personnel, is capable of monitor- {
ing Soviet strategic weapons systems.

The reported U.S. plan is to use the.|
combination of an improved American ‘\

Space satellite and improvements in
the Norwegian ground intercept sta-
tions to provide additional data on So-
viet missile testing performance- The!
information would substitute for some;
of the data previously obtained byl -
U.S. monitoring stations - in Iran,,
which were near the Soviet missile |
testing sites. i
Verification of the highly technical :
provisions of the SALT II agreement

is a sensitive issue in the Senate de- |
bate on ratification. The United States
has several methods for monitoring
Soviet .weapons developments, but
there is disagreement on. whether '
they are precise and accurate enough .
to do the job with assurance. '
Despite the Soviet message declin- !
ing to- approve U2 reconnaissance ’
tflights over Turkish territory just |
across the Soviet border, U.S, officials [
have not given up on that plamrto im-'
prove verification. Further taiks on.
the matter both with Moscow and An-.
kara are expected. ;
In addition to the U2 flights, at least!
five other means of improving verifl-!
cation are under development by the
United States, according to a recent'
statement by Rep. Les Aspin (D-Wis.),,
chairman of the House intelligence
oversight. subcommittee. Lo
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Turner Reportedly Asks Ihqﬁiry’
Into Disclosure of Data to Times

By PHILIP TAUBMAN
Special to The New York Times

WASHINGTON, July 12— The Federal
Bureau of Investigation, at the request of
Adm. Stansfield Turner, the Director of
Central Intelligence, has taken the first
steps to determine whether an investiga-
tion should be made into the disclosure of
alleged national security information to
The New York Times, accordng to senior
Administration officials.

The information concerns United
States plans to use Norwegian electronic
surveillance equipment to help verify
Soviet compliance with the new treaty to
limit strategic arms.

_According to a senior intelligence offi-
&er, Admiral Turner was incensed by the
report of the plans, published on June 29,
and sent what was described as an
sangry’’ letter to Attorney General Grif-
tin B. Bell, dermmanding an investigation
into the source of the disclosure.

. Notification Called Routine

* A spokesman for the C.IA. confirmed
that the intelligence agency had informed
the Justice D ent about the disclo-
sure but called the notification routine.

. Some White House aides said that they

L

|

had been told that they might be asked to '

take a lie detector test.

Intelligence officials described the in-
formation about use of an electronic lis-
tening post in Norway as ‘“‘terribly sensi-
tive.”” One official said, ““1t was one of the
few secrets leftin this country.”

The Times reported that the United
States hoped to employ the Norwegian fa-
cility to monitor Soviet missile testing if
Turkey refused to allow this country’s
reconnaissance planes to fly over its
territory.

The Soviet Union has objected to such
flights, according to sources here, and
those objections reduce ' the likelihood
that the Turkish Government will ap-
prove them. As a result, Administration

interest in the use of the Norwegian fa-

cility has increased.
Norwegian officials, however, have in-
dicated that they may also seek Soviet

approval before allowing the United.

States to use its detection facilities. Such
approval seems doubtful. In recent
weeks, the Soviet radio and Soviet news-
papers have criticized the possible use of
Norwegian bases by Americans.
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By TOM FIEDLER ! Gone is what one source called To help solidify that coalition,
Maraid Washington Curesy the *“frontal assault” strategy of > Castro promised stepped-up aid to
WASHINGTON — Zrcouraged  Cuban revolutionary Ernesto (Che) . LR rebeis as iong as they cooperat-
by the upheavai in Nicarazua, Ciba  Guevarain the 1960s. Guevara led a ¢ With eicn otner, according to the
recenty has “intensified” s offerts small, Cuban-directed - guerrilla; memoran? L"T", :
to aid left-wing rebels in their af- . movement in Bolivia in the mis- The CIA also says Castro. “"g"d
tempts 0 oV ertyrow three Centr taken - belief that the populace| the Sandiristas to “play down the
Amersican governments. q<;c0'dma would join the uprising. Marxist nature of their programs at
%o unconfirmed L.5. intelligence re- The new strategy takes a more | LlS point and to offer to join non--

ports. _ .
Trose effor:s, the Cant-ai Inteili-
gence Agency rercried in a secrel -

Mav 2 memoraadum, "re aflect a far -
mere sophisticated ard selective’

*han that
actina in Lne

" revolutionary doctirine
which guided Cuba’s
16403,

“Cuba cleariy ..
provoking a2 U.
sponse,” the memo 2

-
S

S.  counter-re-
s,

THAT ASSESSMENT of Cuba's

")

THE MIAMI HERALD

" pragmatic view of conditions than

.

. waon's to avoid 7

renewed interest in promeoting ieft--

ist revolutiens in Ce I America
— especially i7 Nicarzgua. but also
in Guatemala and Z! Saivador — is
contained in the classified memo-
randum entitled *“Cubaa Sunport
for Central Americen Guerrilla

Grc"p< " o

The CIA semt cof e 10-
pags document S o"me"*
and other government 7 AL
the time, Cusa's r A: “" a Hnrv the
Nicaraguan ~amd'~ 2 rebais, usinz
Panaria as an interms had

rai debate

.reaties.

been noted in ¢ongre’
over *he Panama Canal

Strate Departmont  spokesman
Tom Reston coniirmed the report’s
ClA origin. However. ne and others
famillar with it stress that its f{ind-
ings are basc? pen Ttaw
gence’” that he . not beer v "1‘ od,

Nevertheless,
government scurces : xhe
Hera'd that the memorandum’s
findings are co*snstent with other
information received in recent
months.

THE CIA REPORT outlmes what
it sees as a new Cuban strategy in
exporting "its revolution to other
Latin American countries.

e '”1d

e T

intel'i- .

- ing Somoza.

did ‘Guevara, who was Kkilled by
“ Bolivian countermsuroency forces
ig 1967. :

- The CIA repo-t notes that now
Cuba is most willing to provide in-
‘direct assistance to rebels. :

" Most of this assistance comes in
the form of training, although the
CIA said that Cuba, with Panamani-
an help, also has provided guns and
other weapons to the Sandinistas.

IN. ALL THREE countries, the
CIA memorandum says, Cuba hus
attempted to downplay its involve-
ment — and thereby run Jess risk of
provoking the United States — by

“funneling its aid through intermedi-

-aries and refusing to provide :my «di-
rect military assistance.. .

Cuba also is conditioning its help
.to El Salvadorean and Guatemalan
rebels on their promises to form co-
alitions " with "~ other opposition
groups. Cuba now believes that
these coalitions have a better

-chance of succeeding than do even .

highly disciplined guerrilla groups,
“the report says. -

The memorandum says Cuba ap-
plied this strategy with great suc-
cess in Nicaragua. Until recently,
despite wi despread opposition to
the.government of President Anas-
tasio Somoza. the anti-government
forces had been splmtered.

HOWEVER, the CIA says, Cuban
President Fidel Castro summoned
_the Sandinista guerriila leaders ‘to
“Havana in March and, during a 48-
hour meeting, got them to put aside
differences and form a coaz:ition to
include any group intent upon oust-

Narxists in forging a broad coali-
tion.” .

The Sandinista Marxists ‘“have
taken steps to comply with the re-
quest,” the memorandum sayvs.

Two weeks ago — in a2 move that
dnmoﬁstra'cd this further -~ the
Szndinistas announced formation of-
a relatively broad-based “Govern-
ment of National Reconstruction”
thot includes both leftist and mod-
erate anti-Somoza groups.

IMPLICIT IN “low-key"
apy. ach is Cuba’'s aopa'er' belief
hat events are working against the
cvernments in Nlcaragua, El Sal-
vador and Guatemala, according to
the memorandum.

In the three countries, it <a)s
Cuba has urged the rebel groups to
prepare for a prolonged cml war-.
while avoiding direc: clashes thh
government tCoOpS. |

As in Nicaragua, Cuba theorizes
that public sentiment ultimately
will shift in favor of.tae msuroents,'
the CIA report says.

The memorandum, citing ‘‘sever-
al sources,” says Cuba, ‘‘on at least
two and possibily three occasions,”

.supplied arms to the Nicaraguan
. rebels. ‘
- Those arms were ferried aboard
Panamanian air force planes'to air-
fields in Costa Rica for shipment to
the guerrxlla; the repo't said.

-

THIS

ot
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"IN GUATEMALA, Cuba hus con-
centrated on getting the anti-gov-
ernment f..ctxo“s 10 wWors together’
to overithrow the military ;unia.

Citing a ‘reliable” source, the
CIA says a Cuban official met with
representatives of three rebel *
groups — the Guerrilla Army of the
Poor, the Rebel Armed Forces and
the dissident wing of the Guatemala

Communist party — ‘'to urge
unity.”

If they agreed to work together,
the report coatinues. Cuba would
promise siepped-up aid as it did in
Nicaragua.

The memorandum say’s Cuba has
given less attention to El Salvador

- than {t has to Guatemaia and Nica-
ragua on the assumptxon that the El
Salvador rebels are not as far along
in mounting a revolution..

So far, the State Department has .
shown little' alarm at the report.
Spokesman Reston, c'ting the un-
verified nature of the w.el'xgence,
said the United States Wwon't ques-
tion Cuba on its ailiegced activities
unless it has more proof.

N
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THE SPOTLIGHT

Article appeared 16 July 1979

on page 4

By Walter Riley )

WASHINGTON—President Carter and his aides were fully aware of
Panama’s role in helping Cuba’export “communist revolutions to Latin
America long before the signing of the canal giveaway treaties, a secret
10-page CIA report discloses. . . T ' L

The May 2, 1979 document reveals Fidel Castro’s inside operations with
the regional communist parties of Nicaragua,
Salvador for his proposed takeover of Central America. -

The report exposes the Panamanian government as Castro’s willing part-
ner in a long-planned communist conspiracy to overthrow the Somoza
government of Nicaragua and install a pro-Cuba Marxist regime.

The CIA papers establish beyond a doubt that President Carter and his ad-

-

ministration staff have been fully aware of the Panama-Cuba connection ;
. : y _ o - i prove the American

since taking office. U
Carter and State Department officials have:
not toid Congress and the American public
the truth about Panama. -Rep. George
Hansen (R-Idaho) has called President Carter
a “liar.”” - ' e

Guatemala, Honduras and El

RIPE FOR REVOLT T
The opening paragraph of the intelligence
memo states: **The Castro regime apparently
concluded by at least last fall that prospects
for revolutionary upheaval in Central
America over -the next:decade or so had
markedly improved—largely because of the
wea’kened position of Nicaragua's Somoza, ‘
and the ripple eifect his removal would have
on other countries in Central America. ’
#*As a result, Cuba has intensified its at--
tempts to unify insurgent groups, not onlyin ~
Nicaragua—where Cuba has concentrated its
efforts—but in GCuatemala and £l Salvador
as well.”” - o ;
The report continued: *‘Whiie tailoring the
extent of its support to the realities of the -
situation in each country, Cuba has stepped

up its on-island (Cuba) training of guer_xfﬂlu . Cub d oth 2 s
from each of these countries sy - o Cubaan other communist minority groups
P A i I s . ed i in Latin America. Many of these military ex-
anamanian air force planes are used t0 | perts can only shake their heads in despair,
transport the. terrorists -fr'om revolutionary | pecause the only way they could speak out 3
- staging areas in Costa Rica through Panama ' would be to resign their offices. - - !
and on to Cuba and return, according to the | = A yeteran.. State ‘Department’ official t
report. The same aircraft are used "tO ' ‘familiar with the leaked report said: *‘I am

transport “Soviet- and Red Chinese- i

PN
. % - REP. GEORGE BANSEN -
manufactured weapons to the terrorist bases
in Costa Rica, according to the report. . ;-
DISSENT IN STATE DEPT. . . .
Ranking military officers familiar with all
intelligence reports coming out of Central -
America are dismayed by the Carter ad-
ministration’s under-the-table deals - with.

afraid that President Carter and members of |

his administration have not been candid wit :
Congress or the American public. I am of the
opinion that in the near future, many more |

' documents are going to be leaked to the press l

by dissidents in our organizagon. . * i

- “Please don’t quote me,”"* he begged. 4:‘;'-. )

.- Many State Department veterans have ex- -

pressed. their “concern over the narrow
policies of “the Carter administration with
respect to the human rights issues. Some sug-"
gest that the departure of the assistant
secretary of state for human rights and
humanitarian affairs, Pat Derian, would im-
image among foreizn
circles. -~ . - N

~ . - - ~

CONTINUZED
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ARTICLE APPLAKED

ON PAGE __,3.—-4

THE CHICAGO TRIBUNE
9 July 1979

"Bob erdrzch S
Cuban"-presence
fel

CUBAN PERSONNEL are directly’ inea
volved in leftist Sandinista guerrilla oper- .
ations to oust President Anastasio Somo-; y
za in Nicaragua, according: to- a New
York congressmam. ... :

&

“They come into Liberia Airport; then
move on into Nicaragua to- joim the-San-
- dinistas. This is the use of Costa’Rican
_territory as the most valuable part of the -
rebel movement. — the inyg;ion'of Nica- :

A

US. Rep. John- M. Mt rohy,. a Staten:| TRENE: i MR L
Island Democrat -and. staunch. Somoza.| . The; Panamanians=supply mem

supporter, made the-charge during. an.‘ ‘weapons, and money..The Cubans furnish
interview in which he also- accused Cuban . Weapons, money, training areas, and now
Premier Fidel Castro of supplying:the : _Imanpower. _ . - e Serd
rebels ‘with ‘virtually all of their arms.==, aﬁs.v“'rhere-}fwca'ir-n&'longeruﬁé: any doubt.:
_ “Cubans have been overheard on San-. about. the. Cuban. connection in Nica- -

dinista radios directing rebel combat op- ragua.. Castro has repeatedly declared, " .
- erations in Nicaragua,’ Murphy saids- twe: will! get -Ta’c?"" »(Presidents
L ) ex -

‘Intelligence_reports clearly indicate’ {Somoza’s<nickn
that Caban personnel have Deenc anging s e

credentials .in_Panama, substitutin iy MURPHYMMAN f“"m .
_ Panamanian_credentials _to ask their Merchant ‘Marine and Fisheries Commit-. -

.- ‘AT‘CI

-Murphy:
“influence has.

]

l
early. there is a coordinated planto |

d of Somoza and put the Sandinistas !
the government of Nica- ‘

charged” that Mexican Presi-
dent. Jose ‘Lopez Portillo is under pre-
ssure by the ‘“Castro-communist political
structure’’ in. his country to disavow the’
Somoza regime: -~ . 7 e
But in fact, Murphy said, Mexico is the
ultimate plum of Soviet. intentions in the {
Americas, short of toppling: the. United -
States. PRENER ~ -
>*Mexico has.

. Murphy

3

been th targe all slng,"™
said. . “It’s so- obvious. Soviet:

been heavy in Mexice since
the '1930s. The Soviets want Mexico bes

Mo cause “of its#-}oil-and gas and mineral
. o ——————— _tee, has been interested inLatin” Ame i- . resoarces:’ ~MY"";.:""_?"‘"‘-".": EN -
ORI - -y all o the: CaR alals site hewas [rsassigneio (S8 popilation'is & bl target
weapons that have been recovered by the .’ the- House ' Panama--Canal Subcommittee - .fof communist" domination. But the
Somoza national guard have been Cuban . nearly 18 years ago.v - #EIne s m e U - United States.is the ultimate target. Mex~ -
weapons. of” Belgian: manufacture. That !, He charged that Castro agents started. - ico is-only an intermediate target.”™- j
-0 iinfiltrating Nicara in 1962, participat- g~ umetes o o7 RS, oY S S

gua.in
tista’s -last ing in the- murders of'a hundred Somoza:
tro ousted +justices of the-peace several'years ago as:

“Cuban involvement escalated.: - fe
» Murphy sees.the coramunist; role in the:
_Nicaraguan insurrection as part of &
: chieve Red domination of

iPha s ono  broad plan to a
The rifles were part of & specially * the  Caribpean ‘and- Latin. .Ameri,g:: He 4
: 3 more than 2.

marked run.for Cuba. .And. Castro:got N tin.
them when he took. power..‘%*’_j"‘i?ﬁ'@jﬁ}f‘:f;;_{.Vle\vs.:;twn’o' as - nothing: rgore. thal,

. ““Thesé are ‘the. same weapons.: that f;\ig?‘tpa‘d-,,foi:jMoscgw;a Sts 3 S 2
have been picked up by the hundreds on*“Already, Russia has on€of the biggest
Nicaraguan battlefields. So there is-the- embassies in the Americas in-Costa Rica

Cuban connection.’” ™" 0 ¢ 2| with. 130 personnel who rjeglly serve as"

S e - ‘i Soviet agents,” Murphy said.~ .. - .t

rot d “Virtually every country- in Soutlr:

. - --r.n«.*«;"! -
. MURPHY, A PERSO America has-a significant' communist or~

fact' has been documented-
“One of (Fulgencio): Ba
arms purchases; before Cas
him as the Cuban president in 1959, was
(5000 FN-14 automatic rifles from the
Fabrique National in Belgium. a3

b -

ok

NAL friend ‘and -

high school classmate of. Somoza: when _‘ganization. And those organizations . are:
the strongman was being educated in the * growing. Thropghout"-Central: _America; -
United States, leveled his charges only a . much of the leadership is leftist-oriented.
: few days after having made a secret T - e vy BT
to the embattied Central American coun- . °- «COSTA. RICA GOES along by-letting;
try at Somoza’s requests % ALY 7 .. its airports and roads-be used as conduits
His allegations. of Cuban.communist - for. weapons.and men: for, the_Sandinista.
involvement in the. Sandinista guerrilla - guerrillas. SRR LT I

movement-also ““The whole medic

: followed on the heels of - al N‘é{,;‘{:;,a'tioh {)ro- )
public disclosure of ‘a secret State De- ' gram for the Sandinistas. is Costa Rican.- |
andum that the Cubans Tt has handled at least: 1,000 wounded

partment memor
were funneling arms tfo the rebels_in. . gyerrillas since the war accelerated in .
~ Panamanian air force.planes. .**:v- - the last’ 12 WEeKST, . - Fary xi- SRt
- “‘Russian-built- Tlyushin planes have | “Honduras' has .also been used as-a {
been flying from :Havana to:Tocumen, ¢gnduit’ for Cuban personnel’and’
Airport in Panama City, then to-Liberia, weapons.“And the ‘Dominican Republic 3
a Costa. Rican airport about 20 miles  pas supplied the rebels with weapons, 4
south of the Nicaraguan border- The - priricipally mortar ammunitions - 5. -
planes have been loaded with arms for  ~ «Before the war escalated last fall, the .
she Sandinistas. ... . . £:1" Castro crowd used Honduras and Mexico
“‘People;. including Panamanians, have a5 gonduits to: funnel personnel with :\
been flown to an institute 20 miles outside - phony:credentials into Nicaraguz. =% }
of Havana for guerrilla training in: the
last two years and then returned to Costa

Rica. ~- ' Approved For Release 2009/04/28 : CIA-RDP05S00620R0
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P ) THE WASHINGTON POST
Article appeared 11 July 1979
on page A-5

HouseﬁKeeps Sececy Shroud on Intelligence

By Katherine Ellison §
Wasaingtor Post Staff Writer -

The House-approved a multi-billion-
dollar intellizence authorization bill

on a voice vote last night after reject-
ing=a move to disclose how much
moaey Congress was authorizing.

The measure- now aoes back to th
Sente. . L+ 'n. ': -

Bv a vote of 321 to 79 the House re-9
jected an attempt by Rep. Romano L.
Mazzoll (D-Ky.) \to amend the bill.’
\Lazzoh would have required the pres-
ident to'reveal in November the total
amount of spending authorized for
ioreign’ intelligence in the coming
tiscal year:: - ' :

The bill' authorizes sperding for the
CIA and parts of the National Secu- l
rity Agency, the FBI, the Defense In-
telligence Agency, the Drug Enforce-
ment Agency and the departments’ ot |
Defense,” 'Energy, - Treasury, Army, |
Navy, and Air Force. .- -

Mazzoli-said he.-wanted to make the-
total spending figure public as a “con-
crete demonstration that Congress is
very serious about its responsibility to
develop cost-effective national intelli-
~ence ' He said the step would create
a presumpdon of openness which’

aﬂamst shppmg into the abuses. of the
pas :

The adxmmstrauon has sazd it
would not-objeet to, the disclosure- of
an - aggregate. figure.. Mazzoli - also
pointed out that several congressional
oversight 'committees on mtemgence
have recommended disclosure:- > . -

Speaking- against, the amendment,i
‘Rep: J. Kenneth Robinson (R-Va.) said
it would cause “further erosion of our:
.intelligence capability brought about]
by further disclosure.” Robinsers¥pro-

Approved For Release 2009/04/28 : CIA-RDP05S00620R000501270001-6
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tested that “our adversaries. the Sovid
ets. will feast on these additional facts
that they will get for tree.”

Rep. Bill Burlison (D-}o.) said * *the|
act ot disclosure. would only be sym s*

bolic and it would lead to revelation
of more and more detail about the in
telligence budget.”"

Burlison maintained that Mazzoli's
attempt “represents a.lack of confiJ
dence in the- intelligence agencies”
and in congressional oversight.

Speaking in_favor of the amendq
ment. Rep. Donald J. Pease (D-Ohio}
said it would strike a “meaningful bal-
ance between the taxpayers’ right to.
know how. their dollar is spent and
the need for effectiveness in stream-
lining the budget of the mtelhaence
commuaity.”, . P

Mazzoli, :r member of -the ..House,
Cummxttee on Intelligence. said’ The
New York Times and The Washington -
Post have “routinely.run’ estimates of
the aggregate- fxgure that are “almo:t
on the money Mo .




Article appeared
on page A-10

THE WASHINGTON POST
7 July 1979
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H ouse Faces Voteon F undmg Intelligence

By Katherine Ellison
Washungton Post Staff Writer

The House is expected to be con.
fronted again next week with the
problem of authorizing billions of dol-
lars for the nation’s intellxgenee agen- |
cies in almost complete lgnorance.

Rep. Romano Mazzoli (D- Ky), a
member of the House Intelligence
Committee, intends to offer an
amendment that would lift the se-
crecy just enough to force publication
of the total spending in the authonza-
tion bill.

The Carter administration has no
objection to the idea, Neither does the
Central Intelligence Agency. But the
House has turned out to be more pro-
tective,

Mazzoli says he has little hope ot a
majority, but wants to “keep people
thinking about why they make the de-
cisions they do.” He offered his

amendment in committee sessions this
.year and last, and was voted down
both times. . oo .

“Even at times when the [Central i
Intelligence] Agency had a much
worse reputation than it does today,
these kinds of attempts have failed,”
said a House Intelligence Committea
staff member.

The House measure would authorize
undisciosed sums for the conduct of
“intelligence-related activities” by the
CIA, Department of Defense, Defense
Intelligence Agency, National Secu-
rity Agency, Army, Navy and Air
Force, and the Departments of State,
Treasury and Energy, FBI and Drug‘
Enforcement Administration.

Total spending for these activities,
accosding to a suppressed report of
the "House Intelligence Committee
that leaked in 1978. was estimated to
exceed $10 billion. That fizure appar-
ently included both direct and indi-
rect costs.

Committee Chaxrman Edward P Bo
land (D-Mass.) said his committee
voted against disclosing the sum this
yvear and last year because, “the ma-
jority feels it would lead to more!
questions being asked.”

The public. Boland <aid,. ‘“vould
want to know why, for instance, if the
budget has a particular bulge in it one
year or not the next . ... We don't
want to deal with these questions.”

“I don’'t think the American Public
is particularly interested in that fl“-
ure anyway,” he added. ..

Activities'

. The committee Keeps a “Crassitied,!
Annex” in its office that House mem- |
bers can read to learn details of the !
authorization measure, but few have |
hothered since the system was estab- |
lished last. year. Critics say the secret |
document is so crammed wijth code !

' words and acronyms that it makes lit-

tle sense to outsiders.
In testlmony before the commtttee

last year, CIA Director Stansfield
Turner said: “The administratiorn dees
not object to [Congress} releasing:fo
the public a single overall budget fig-
ure of the U. S. inteiligence commu-
nity.” But Turner said he oppased
breaking down the figure into its cmn-
ponents.

The FBI dxscloss the amount it
spends each year for domestic coun-
terterrorist - projects—authorized this
year at more than- $13. million—but
does not reveal how much it spends to
combat foreign espionage in _the
United States. . -

" “In that area, youre deahng with
adversaries with sophisticated intelli-
gence apparatus, and they could scan
a budget and determine what re-
sources are being used,” explained
FBI spokesman Homer Boynton. “We
‘want to give them as httle mforma-
tion as we can.”

" Treasury Department spokesman
Jack Plum said the department’s intel-
ligence budget is used- to monitor fi-
nancial exchanges and the actions of.
central banks in foreizn countries.

“I frankly don’t know. why there’s
am:i reason to keep that quiet,’ Plum
sai -

The Senate Intelhgence Comrmttee,;
headed by Sen. Frank.- Church (D-
Idaho) found in 1976 that U.S. intelli-
gence efforts then totaled 3 percent of
_federal spending, “but 8 percent of
‘controllable federal spending.” About
75 percent of federal spending for fis-
. cal 1976--such as payments from the
Social Security trust .fund--are de-
seribed by the administration as “un-
controllable.” .

The committee at that. t1me re-
ported a lack of control over intelli-
gence spending by either the Wihite|
House Office - of \Ianagement and
Budget or by Congress.. ;.

" The House Committee on Intelli
gence reported this year that the total
authorization for. 1980 intelligence '
spending is substantially larger thant
the amount authorized last year, but !
less thap the administration requested.

The U.S. Constitution provides that

“a regular statement of account of the
receipts and expenditures of all pablic-
money shall be published from time
to time.” but the debate over whether:
this applies to-intalligence spending.
has yet to be resolved . I

. e R ~
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- THE WASHINGTON POST

Article appeared 10 July 1979

' On Capitol Hil

EXCERPT:

The House will vote today whether to require!
that the amount of money spent by the federal.
government on intelligence work be made public!
for the first time as part of the annual bill au-'
thorizing Central Intelligence Agency and other;
spook activity. The spy budgets themselves have !
always been hidden in the big buck Defense |
budget.. Despite its recent moves toward open-
ness, Congress isn't expected to reveal the size
of the intelligence operation.

-
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New Bills Set Rulgs‘ozi Classified Documents in %n'al;

By PHILIP TAUBMAN
Special to The New York Times

WASHINGTON, Juiy 11 — Carter
Administration and Congressional lead-
ers sponsored bills in Congress today that
are designed to prevent criminal prosecu-
tions from being dropped or weakened by
t1e threatemed disclosure of classified
information.

The threats of defendants to demand
and perhaps disclose sensitive national
secunty documents at trials, a tactic
being called “‘graymail,’”” have forced the
Government to drop or reduce charges in

a number of recent cases, including that
of Richard Helms, the former Director of
Central Intelligence. He was able to plea.
bargain when charged with perjury
involving his Senate testimony about
Central Intelligence Agency activities in
Chile.

The bills introduced today would
establish legal procedures to insure that
judges rule before a trial on whether
-sensitive evidence is admissible. The
bills would also permit the courts, in
cases where such evidence is approved,

to order that it be admitted in sanitized

form to avoid having the entire case
dropped. ;
Where uncensored classified evidence .
is regarded as essential to the deiense, |
and the Government opposes its introduc-
tion in court, the bills allow judges to seek |
resolution short of complete dismissal. |
The possibilities include dismissing !
some, but not all, charges. ;
A Game ‘Corrupting Justice’ f

“These measures will not end the;
problem of graymail, but they will heip |
solve it,”” said Senator Joseph R. Biden |
Jr., Democrat of Delaware, a sponsor of |
“the Senate bill.

The proposed bills would give thel
Government the right to appeal immedi-|
ately rulings on evidence and would
require appeilats courts to handle the
appeals as quickly as possible.

The legislation would also direct the
Supreme- Court to establish security
procedures to protect secret documents!
that are in the custody of Federal courts;
so defense- attorneys or Government
officials cannot disclose sensitive infor-
mation at a trial. N

All the measures are endorsed by the
Justice Department, according to Philip
B. Heymann, chief of the department’s
criminal division.

The Carter Administration, however,
differs with Mr. Biden and other]
members of Congress over several paints
contained in the Senate and House|

. versions. of the proposed ‘‘classified!
. information procedures act.” As a result,

{ ment has when it drops a case. The
" Senate and House bills would require the

| disclosure of secret information.

the Administration is introducing its own:
version of the legislation.
Difference in Accountability

The main difference concerns what, if
any, accountability the Justice Depart-

department to provide a written explana-.
tion when it decides not to prosecute a
case because of the possibility of

““That would be an infringement of our
prosecutorial discretion,” Mr. Heymann
said ata briefing for reporters. - - - . ]

According to Mr. Bidem and Mr.
Heymann, most of the. ‘provisions con-
tained in the legislation are already|
rooted in Federal law. The new legisia-:
tion would primarily spell out how t.he{
relevant laws should be applied in casa’
of this kind. o -

Itis a central issue in the tion of
three former top otficials of the Federai
Bureau of Investigation, including for-
mer Director L. Patrick Gray, who have!
been accused of authorizing illegal
burglaries. Defense lawyers have said
that. the introduction of classified
documents would be crucial to their case.
As a result, according to Government
officials, the Justice Department could
be forced to drop the case., . .

.
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Bﬂl Would Proteei US. Secrets F rom Trlal

Exposm'e |

ey By Charles'R. Babcock * “'+-*"
= Wsshinaton Post Staft Writer * ".“': :

Legislation designed 'to save futm'e
prosecutions’ threatened by exposure
of national secrets was ‘introduced
yesterday with support from the Jis-
tice Deputment and civﬂ hbexties‘
Froups !

Sen.- Joseph R Bxden Jr (D Del Dy
maln sponsor of the Senate version of
the bill, told 2-news’conference- ‘that’
the measure would plevent defense:
attorneys from forcing- dnsrmssal of
cases by ‘‘graymail”—that *is, ~'bv

threatening:to disclose classnlxed in‘{

formatmn ag trials. :
The.main: !eatute Ql verslons of the
bill is a pretrial confevence at which’ a
judge would rule on whether classi-,
ﬂed evidence for, the defense could
be ‘used at trial .
The-:Justice - Department had to
abandon the prosecution -of Interna-
tional Telephone &. Telegraph Corp. .

ofﬂcxal Robert Berrellez early this .
year when:a federal judge- in Wash- .
ington refused to- agree to the kind of -

‘pretrial rulings contalned in the pro-
posed legislation. -
Berrellez was accused of lylng toa

“Senate subcommittee about ITT's in-
.volvement with the CIA in financing’

.opponents of ~Salvador : Allende in |
‘Chile in 1970. Berrellez's attorney in- 4

-'show that his client testified with the
. encouragement of CIA officials. i
-"Rep. Morgan Murphy (D-IIL.), spon-'

.tended to use classified information {o l

“sor of the House Intelligence .Commit-
‘tee version of the measure, said the |

“new - procedures would ' not.'be the*

equlvalent of a ";tate secrets prm
-lege.” . . 4

. Philip B. Heymann, assistant attor. 1

ney general in charge of the criminal '
-division at- Justice, said he expected

.some_controversy about the few dxt-
ferences in the bills. !

For instance, the administration
bill, sponsored by Rep. Peter Rodino

,’,(D-NJ ), chairman of the House Judi- -

ciary Committee, would allow a judge

‘to sanitize - statements of thnessev
- presented to the defense. i
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Prosecuiors: C14 él@cked
Paisley probe; reopen it

~ "By RICHARD SANDZA
and JOE TRENTO

.SOLOMONS, Md. — Two prose-
cutors assigned to the case of miss-
ing CIA oificial John A. Paisley
kave urged a reopening of the inves-
tization they say was hampered by
CIA lies and pressure.

Former state’s attorneys Naji P.
Maloof and Lawrence Lampson
said the Paisley probe' suffered
from CIA stonewalling and an
unwillingness the Maryland
State Police to pursue the case.

- “Some people jusc don’t want the
truth about this case out,” said
‘Maloof, who was the Calvert County ;
state’s attorney when Paxsley dxs-
appeared Sept. 24..-

- Lampson, Maloof’s successor- and
now a district court judge; said Fri-
day state police were “unwilling to
go to she wall” to force the Central
{ntelligence Agency to give them
the information necssary to pursue :
the case. - - i

Maloof said he had the feelmg
“someone was always looking over
our shoulders.”™ Maloof and state
police Cpl. John Murphy .were
assigned to the case the day a bedy
believed to be Paisley’s was found

|

in Chesapeake Bay .

:There were “a number of key
areas that we had been looking atin
the case,” Maloof said, “and we.
could have cracked this thmg Lf we |
didn’t get so much flak.” .
: “It’s time to open this tmng up

and doitri ight,” said Lampson.

* Maloof complained that “Mary-
land State Police headquarters was
releasing statements that Paisley'
had killed himself. This iy when we. |
had not been halfway through our|
investigation. They would not even
ask us what we were finding. It was,
all peculiar.” “
State pohce “hwtated to take:
on the CIA,” Lampson said Friday.
“They had been lied to by the CIA
about who Paisley was. The CIA
stonewalled oa documents. :
“Lack of manpower, changes in
where people. worked and inertia
caused them to ease off,” he added.

Both former prosecutors said
they caannot understand why the
current Calvert County state’s
attorney, Warren F. Sengstack, has !
not pushed the mvestxaanon more |
actively. :

Sengstack told the Sunday News
Journal, “It isn’t my job to-get
into this. I rely on the state police :
for their good work.. I see no reason |
to open the case up. I don't have the
manpower.

“You have to trust your investi-
gators. We have no choice. I don't
have my own investigator. The
prosecutors were all gene before I
got here.”

Murphy, who has since been
transferred to traffic duty in Salis-

bury, Md., said he was not permitted |

totalk about the Paisley case.

“Tam sorry but I am under orders
to refer any inquiries to headquar-

ters,” he said. “I am not allowed to
talk to you about this.”

William E. Clarke, the Mar;,land
State Police spokesman, did not !
return a series of Sunday News
Journal ‘phone calls dating back to |
June 27.

Lampson said Murphy is “a very i
tenacious cop. 1 don’t think him
being removed from the case had
anything to do with politics. But I .
am not convinced he got the helpK
that he necded from headquarters.” !

Maloof, defeated by Lampson in’
a primary last Nov. 12, is now in
private practice in Solomons, the
cn'wmuni.) where Paisiey herthed
his stoop, the Brillig. “

. Maloof said that when he was dti
the case he got the feeling there:
were two investigations, the one he'
and Murphy were conducting and!
another run from state police head-
quarters outside of Baltimore.

Murphy was the first police of fi-
cer called into the case after thei
Coast Guard recovered a body [rom!

Chesapeake Bay Oct. 1. The body!

had a bullet hole in the head and 40

pounds of diving wexght beits

around it.

Maloof. said- the case was differ-
ent from all the other cases he |
handled in his four years as state’s -
attorney. “I never saw a police
report on the case. Our"files were
just kept bare,” he said.

Lampson also said he had to ask
repeatedly for files. “They kept
refusing to bring them up here and I
finally got 5,000 pages of trans
scripts which showed a lot of leads
no one followed up,” Lampson said.’

" He added that the Paisley case
still “cries out for an investigation
and I cannot understand why the
state is not pursuing it.” -

The Paisley case came under the
jurisdiction of Calvert County, on:
the Chesapeake's western shore,

because that is where Paisley kept |

his sloop and that is where the body |
was brought. |
- “Murphy and I worked on many

investigations and I have never had | ‘
one that made you feel like somel
one was always watchlng you,” !
Maloof recalled. ' l

“At the time the state pohr'e were .
playing what I thought was pohtxcs ‘
with the Calvert County unit,” he
continued. “They transferred every-
one so that nobody had any knowl-"
edge of the Paisley case. Now I.
think it went beyond all that (poli-
tics)."It’s damn strange that not
one orxgmal mvestxgator on the case |
1s around.”

- The Maryland State Police acted
as if “they just wanted us to Ieave\
this thing alone. They never toid us,
to get of%xt but they simply took all
the investigative tools away. When
John (Murphy) was takenoff of it In
October, that was xt for me, Maloof
saxd ,

: Before he was ordered not to dis-

cuss the case, Murphy had talked .
with Sunday News Journal report-

ers about the CIA’s presence.

* “The CIA's footprints are all over

this case,” Murphy said shortly

after he started the investi gation in

Oclober. “They have been meeting

\%‘5‘\‘3@

00‘
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with Col. (Thomas S.) Smith, (head
of the state police). T}us won't be in
my hands much longer.”

- Afew days after the Sunday News
Journal revealed that Paisley was a
top CIA official and not the low-
level aralyst the CIA had called

him, representatives of the agency.

met at state police headquarters in
Pikesville to discuss the case.

A state police source, who asked
not to be identified, told the Sunday
News Journal that at this meeting a
decision was made to take the
investigation away from the Cal-

vert County state’s attorney with-

out telling him.

Lampson said he believed the CIA

had successfully lied to the state
police in disguising Paisley’s back-
ground. Although the agency said
Paisley had retired, he actually con-
tinued to work on satellites, U.S.
relationships with the Soviet Union
and other top-secret projects.
Lampson said the documents he
reviewed - convinced him that
_ “something more needed to be ans
wered.” He said that in his pres-
ent position as judge he could not
compel the police to pursue the case
actively.
Jerry Eiseman, a Maryland State
Police spokesman, began telling

- oner George Weems,

reporters immediately after the
police officials met with the CIA
that “Paisley almost definitely
committed suicide.” He made that
statement without receiving any
details of the Murphy investigation,
Maloof contends.

© Maloof’'s and Lampson’s com-
ments last week followed a June 27
press conference at which two long-
time Solomons residents said they
saw what appeared to be rope burns
around the neck of the body brought
by the Coast Guard tq a local naval
mstallauon

One witness, acting county cor-
said he
believed the Paisley case involved
foul play, not suicide. He said the
neck abrasion appeared to be
caused by hanging before the gun-
shot caused the death.

Another witness, Harry Lee Lang
ley Sr., a local marina operator,
said he was convinced the wound
was more severe, that it looked to
him as if the neck had been cut.

Both Dr. Weems and Langley said
they had been told by officials pres-

ent when the body was brought in -

that they were not to discuss what
they had seen.

A state pohce spokesman said
later that Murphy had noted the

neck marks in his repart but that
the autopsy had shown them to be
inclusive. The autopsy repoct did
not mention the marks at all.

State  Police  Superintendent
Smith announced at an Oct. 20 press
conference that the death had been
ruled a suicide. Maloof said at that
time he thought he and Murphy still
had a major role in the case. In fact,
even while the conference was
being held 'in Pikesville, Maloof
said, Murphy was interviewing 3
CIA source at the Hay Adams Hotel

" in Washington.

Maloof believes the CIA played
upon the state police as a political
instrument. “They really under-;
stood what needed to be done to get
them to jump,” he said.

Maloof and Lampson, who agree
on the Paisley case, are political
enemies. Lampson overwhelmingly
defeated Maloof in last fall’s Dema-
cratic primary for the nomination
to run for Calvert County state’s
attorney. After the primary, Maloof
said information on the Paisley case
was withheld from him and feqd
by police to Lampson. Ldmpaon;
denies that.

In March, Lampson left the states ‘
attorney’s office to become a di;- ‘
trict judge.

Approved For Release 2009/04/28 : CIA-RDP05S00620R000501270001-6

@



Approved For Release 2009/04/28 : CIA-RDP05S00620R000501270001-6

h LINE
ARTICLE APPEARED THE WASHINGTON STAR (RED . )

ON PAGE Ei 9 July 1979

-

T_hg Pais!ey Saga Continues ‘

*+ Fo-borrow a line from “Alice In Wonderland,”
the story of the investigation into the death of
former CIA agent John Paisley becomes *‘curi-
ouser and curiouser.” :
"Yesterday, the Wilmington News-Journal
carried an article in which two former Calvert
County state’s attorneys charged the agency with |
thwarting the Paisley investigation. The 55year-
old former agent was found shot to death last
October under mysterious circumstances.

One former prosecutor, District Court Judge
Lawrence Lampson, was quoted as saying that -
the CIA lied to Maryland State Police investiga-
tors. The police, Lampson said. were “unwilling .
10 go to the wall” in forcing information from
the agency. . o
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lt Around
Nation -
Investigators in C.LA. Death |

Charge Laxity by Agency

WILMINGTON, Del., July 8 (AP) =
Two former prosecutors who invest-
gated the death of John A. Paisley, anof-
ficial of the Central Intelligence Agency,
have said that their work was hampered
by the agency’s refusal to cooperate with
the state police. - L e

The Sunday Wilmington News-Journal
quoted the prosecutors as saying that the
case was never properly investigated
that it should be reopened. #- . .

sailing on the Chesapeake Bay. A decom-
body was later identified as his,
and the state police ruled the death a -
probable suicide. , ;. .. -
«$ome people just don’t want the truth

. about this case out,” said Naji P. Maloof,
. who was the Calvert County state’s attor-

ney when Mr. Paisley disappeared on

_ Sept.24. -

Lawrence Lampson. Mr. Maloot's suc-

" cessor and now a. District Court judge,

said that the state police had been ‘“‘un-
willing to go to the wall*’ to force the intel-
ligence agency to give them information
on the case:’ . ST

The comments from Mr. Maloof and
Mr. Lampson came a week after Acting
County Coroner George Weems and
Harry Lee Langley Sr., a southern Mary- ~
land marine operator, both of whom were -
present. when the body was, recovered, -
said that they saw what appeared to be
rope burns around the victim’s neck..
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r.Qiiorials

Detente has been of great benefit to
the Soviet Union, allowing it to
acquire advanced American
technology sold to the Russians with
Washington explicit approval.

American officials have defended

these technology transfers on grounds -

that they improve Soviet-American
relations and that adequate
safeguards are present to prevent use
for military purposes.

Forgetting the debatable issue of
whether trade alone improves
political relations, it is now quite
clear that adequate safeguards do not
exist to bar Soviet use of that
technology for military utilization.

A case in point is the sprawling
Kama River truck plant.

The plant was built to American
specifications and stocked with $500
million in equipment supplied by
American companies.

This new manufacturing complex

covers 38 square miles and is the
largest heavy truck factory in the
world.

The plant’s rated capacity of 250,000

trucks a year tops the maximumv_

annual production of the entire U.S.
truck. industry.

It’s automated foundry is the most
modern in the world,#and “its
industrial computer system provided
by International Business Machines
Corp. is among the world’s largest.

When negotiating purchase of this
iechnology, the Soviets said the
Facility would be devoted to civilian
sroduction.

Now, three years after the plant

pened. both the Pentagon and the

Doviets {heat

"CIA report that heavy trucks

~~-produced there are being supplied to ;

the Soviet army and to communist :
forces in Eastern Europe. :
Also, CIA officials have told a

. congressional. subcommittee that
- some of the 50,000 diesel engines

ey

S

produced at the plant each year are
going into Soviet tanks and armored

> vehicles.

Ironically, the latest Soviet tanks
and armored personnel carriers
getting these engines are.rated
superior to anything in our own army.

And while trucks and armored

- vehicles have mechanized the Soviet

army, units of some U.S. divisions
_still consist of foot-borne infantry.
It’s incredible that the Commerce
Department has not yet determined
whether partial use of the Kama
River plant for military production
violates agreements negotiated in the

_-early and mid-1970s.

We can only wait the Commerce
Department’s findings with interest.

A department official told the
Research and Development
'subcommittee of the House Armed
Services Committee last month that
safeguards against military diversion
of American technology sold to the
Soviets “have only marginal utility.””
¢ Simply, it is easy for the Soviets to
cheat on the agreements and difficult
for the United States to monitor
compliance.
" None of this is calculated to
strengthen President Carter’s hand in
_trying to sell the SALT I] treaty with
its even more important
ramifications’ -
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Aides Say

By RICHARD BURT
* Special to The New York Times

WASHINGTON, July 12 — The United
States, in a shift in strategic planning, is

1

possible a rapid upgrading of the existing
arsenal of long-range missiles and bomb-
ers, according to Pentagon ofticials.

Until recently, the United States has
emphasized new arms programs, such as
the MX mobile missile, to bolster strate-
gic capabilities in the late 1980’s. How-
ever, the officials said, growing concern
over the nuclear balance in the next few
years is leading the Pentagon, for the
first time, to examine earlier remedies.

The officials said that, at President

U.S. Secks

Carter’s request, Secretary of Defense
Harold Brown had instructed aides to |
study a list of measures that could be
taken to improve the strategic posture in
the next. few years. They said 19 options
were being considered, from - simple
steps, such as putting more warheads on
missiles, to more complex moves like
producing the B-1bomber. -

Arms Treaty Hearings a Factor

The new interest in expandin, i~
can Torces is said to reflect revised intelli-
gence estimates _that show Soviet forces
growin% at a more rapid rate than
projected ear Ter. The officials said steps
to gEIster Afnerican forces in the early
1980’s would also improve chances of
gaining Senate approval for the strategic
arms treaty with the Soviet Union.

In hearings on the treaty before the
Senate Foreign Relations Committee this
week, Administration witnesses, includ-
ing Secretary Brown, acknowledged that

to achieve the ability, in theory, to launch
a first-strike attack againt American

e
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serious consideration. These are said to
inciude the following:

gIncreasing the bomb load of B-52
bombers and the number of planes that
would be ready for quick takeoff.

gincreasing the warheads on the Posei-
don missile from 10 to 14.

gDeferring the retirement of the 10
Polaris submarines and refitting them
with the new Trident missile.

gMaking the Trident more accurate.

gAccelerating the construction rate of
the new Trident submarine. .

€Speeding the development and de-

missiles. The witnesses also
by, 1985, when the new
treaty would expire, Moscow would pos-
sess a numerical advantage in many
areas of strategic capability. s
In .the past, the Pentagon view was
that, while certain- disparities : in- the
strategic balance might disappear in the:
early 1980°s, new American weapons, I
such as the 330 billion MX missile, would |
rectify the situation in the latter half of
the decade. Pentagon aides said that they
still believed this to be the case, but that, |
following Mr. Carter’s decision early last |
month to begin deveioping the MX, high.-
level interest grew in finding ways to in--
crease American strategic power sooner.
Although the B-1 bomber, which Mr.
Carter canceled two years ago, is one op-
tion under consideration, other, less
costly improvements are receiving more

. 4 y
Faster Upgrading of lts Arsenal!

ployment of a plane specially designed t0-a
carry air-launched cruise missiles. -

Although none of the options would cost .
as much as deploying new weapons, offi-, .
cials said, each would still take up funds |
that would otherwise be spent on new sys- -
MX. Nevertheless, some ™
measures are expected to be adopted, if ,,
only to respond to cancerns exp in |
the Senate hearings. B
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Finaily

One substantial dividend of normal--

ized relations between China and the
United States has been the normaliza-
tion of China’s economic profile. For
years the China-watchers have been
able only to deduce the agricultural
and industrial output of that vast coun-
try: statistics were as insubstantial as
the smile of the Cheshire cat. Now, for
the first time since 1959, Peking has
published detailed data.

The new information indicates that
the People’s Republic of China, with a
crop totaling 304.75 million tons last
year, was the world’s leading pro-
ducer of grain. And the country appar-
ently ranks third in the world as a pro-
ducer of coal, fifth in steel and among
the top 12 in oil.

What is genuinely remarkable about

the new figures is how closely many of
them match the past estimates pub-
ilished by the C.I.A. For example, the
-agency put Chinese steel output at 31.7

million tons in 1978; Peking’s figure is -

+31.78 million. For cement, the C.I.A.

‘estimated 1977 output at.56.2 million-:._
- f,‘_ton_s; Peking says it was 55.65 millioe.
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tons. Particularly in view of all the
flak that the C.I.A. has been catching
lately, it seems only fair to acknowi-
edge its expertise in an essential area
of intelligence. oy

In any event, normalization has ne-
cessitated Peking’s going public with
formerly secret statistics: in order to
establiish itself as a credibie trading
partner. That in turn has permitted
not only the world at large but the Chi-
nese themselves to get a closer look at
their economic, social and political

realities, Deputy Prime Minister Deng- :
-~ Xiaoping’s cat — the one whose color

he’s not concerned about so long as it
catches mice — has superseded the
Cheshire.
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' Peking Gives First Details of Economy in 20 Years

By THEODORE SHABAD

The Peking Government, ending 20
vears of statistical secrecy, has resumed
the publication of its detailed annual
reports on the Chinese economy. Some of
th2 Jata come close to estimates made in
the interim by experts in the West.

The rewly released statistics show
China, with a population of 358 million, to
ce the world’s leading producer of grain.
itis third in coal, fifth in steel and among
the top cozen oil producers.

The first indications of a new informa-
tion poiicy became evident in mid-June
during a session of the National People’s
Congress, the nominal legislature, when

‘Chinese

NEW YORK TL-ES
12 JULY 1979

Prime Minister Hua Guofeng and other
leaders included previously
secret statistical data in their speeches.

Then, on June 27, the State Statistical
Bureau issued a detailed report titled
“Communiqué on Fulfillment of the
National Economic Plan of 1978,
reiating last year’s economic perform-
ance to that of 1977. The last time such a
report was issued was April 14, 1959,
giving 1958 economic results and those of
the previous year: :

The new report, like those of the 1950°s,
ranges widely over the economy, from
industry and agriculture to labor and
wages, science and education.

The renewed openness reflects the
pragmatism adopted by the Peking
leadership aiter a long period in which
ideological considerations were empha-
sized at the expense of economic growth.

The published indicators suggest that
China’s economy has grown greatly since
the Soviet-backed industrialization drive
of the 1950’s despite repeated disruptions
from political turmoil.

In the absence of systematic official
information, Western scholars made
estimates by using the percentage
figures occasionally released by the
Chinese and other scattered sources. The
most - complete estimates have been

ublis D e Central Intelll encel

Agency under its ng icy of m F some

of its resea available to the public.

| TAcomparison shows the C.I.&. Nigures

[ to b€ Close it many cases (o The data now

| officiaily relea_sdg The agency's latest
report on Chinese economic indicators, as

| of _Tast ember, estimated steel

| production to have risen from 24 million,

retric tons in 1977 10 31.7 million in 19578

t

1

t

i metric tons in 1977 to 31.7 mullion in 1978. .
The official Chinese Tigures lor the two

| years are 23.74 million and 31.78 million.
In 1957, China produced 5.4 million tons.

American estimates have also been
remarkably accurate for petroleum
production, one of the rapidly growing
sectors. China’s new figures give output
as 93.64 million tons in 1977 and 104.08
million in 1978; the C.I.A. estimates were
90.3 million and 100.3 million. _ )

The American estimates are also close
for coal output, which China now says
was 618 million tons in 1978, a 12.4 percent
increase from 1977. .

But a substantial Western underesti-
mation is indicated in the case of electric
power. According to Peking, 256.55 biilion
kilowatt-hours were generated last year,
compared with 223.4 billion in 1977. These
figures turn out to be 58 percent higher :
thanthe C.LA.’s electricity index.

The American estimates for cement,
an indicator of construction activity,
were remarkably close to the official |
figures. Peking gave 1977 production as |
55.65 million tons; the C.L.A. fi }
56.2 million. Last year, according to the;

. Chinese report, cement output was up-l?.‘
I percent to 65.24 million tons. o

On the other hand, the United States |
estimates were low for another building |
material, timber. The C.I.A. put produc-!
tion in 1977 at 37.2 million cubic meters,"
the Chinese figure was 49.7 million. T

Peking'’s population estimate as of the |
beginning of 1979 was 958 million, with the i
current growth rate 1.2 percent a year. '

Estimates by the United States Census :
Bureau assumed a growth rate of 2 !
percent, with the population reaching |
1,014 million as of the beginning of 1979, !
or 55 gillion more than Peking’s figure, |
The difference suggested that China’s :
birth-control program may have been |
more effective than believed in the West. |

In agriculture; Peking put the nation’s |
grain crop last vear at 304.75 million tons, |
and the cotton crop at 2.167 million tons.. !

i

Approved For Release 2009/04/28 : CIA-RDP05S00620R000501270001-6



Approved For Release 2009/04/28 : CIA- RDPO5800620R000501270001 -6

JULLLL LD WNLidw

LAkl

21 June 1979

Sowets dupe U.S. agam |

Detente has yielded the Soviet
Union precious benefits in the form
of advanced American technology

sold to the Russians with Washing-

ton’s explicit approval. American of-
ficials have defended these transfers
of technology on grounds that they
improve Soviet-American relations
and that adequate safeguards exist
to prevent its use for military pur-
poses.

 Leaving aside the debatable ques-
tion of whether trade by itself im-
proves political relations, it is now
abundantly clear that adequate safe-
guards do NOT exist to bar military
utilization of American technology
sold to the Soviet Union.

- A case in point is the sprawling

Kama -River truck plant, built by
the Soviets to American design spec-.”
. ifications and stocked with $500 mil- ..

lion: in machine tools, computers and
- foundries supplied by American

companies. This newe manufacturing

“complex, which covers 38 square
miles, is the largest heavy-truck fac-
tory m the world :
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‘The plant’s rated capacity otl
250,000 trucks per year exceeds the !
maximum annual production of the
entire U.S. truck industry. i

)

In negotiating the purchase of this !
American technology, the Soviets:
stated that the Kama River facility |
would be devoted to civilian prod-

" uction:

> Now, three years after the prod-
uction line- opened, both the Penta-
gon and the Central Intelligence
‘Agency report that heavy trucks
‘produced there are being supplied to
the Soviet army and to Communist
forces: in -Eastern” Europe. Moreover,

CIA officials have told a congres-
i0

“Sional. sub-committee. that some of
the: 50,000 diesel engines produced
each year at the Kama River plant
are- going . into Sovxet tanks and ar-
mored ve}uclw. ‘

e

It 1s easy.for the Sovxets co cheatx

- on these agreements and difficult for

the United States to monitor com-
pliance. The Kama River experience
dictates that controls over technolo-
gy mansfers be tightened, not eased

~am
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Glooe Staff

The erergy crisis is becoming a test of-leadership for
the United States and the Soviet Union, the heads ot the
world’s two major economic blocs.

That point was underscored recently as the world's
seven Western econcmic giants converged on Tokyo, and
their socialist counterparts met in Moscow. At both par-
levs a key issue was energy. At both parleys the real sub-
ject was how well their leaders could handle the energy
crunch. .

The story of how the United States has madequately
handled its energy problem is well known. The leader of
the capitalist world produces 8.4 million barrels of oil a
day but consumes 17 million. Europeans repeatedly have
chided the United States for not having an effective en-
ergy policy and, in effect. usmg more than ns share ot
the world's oil :

The Soviet Union. on the other hand, pumos 11 5 mxl-
lion barrels a day, making it the world's largest oil pro-
ducer. The Soviets are second to the Unitaed States in oil
consumption, using about 7.5 million barrels a day. That
leaves 4 million barrels for export, much of it going to its
communist allies. _

Moscow, even as much as Washington, is concerned
about the energy future. The Soviets are engaged in a
.desperate struggle to prove incorrect a CIA projection
that the Soviet bloc — the Soviet Union plus its six East
European neighbors and Cuba — will import a_signifi--
cant amount of OPEC oil-by the mid-1980s. If so, and the
Soviets vehemently deny n. the lmphcauons are enor- 1
mous. AR e

Oil plays many cnu:xal rolm in the Sovxet Umon. It‘
provides access. to- much-needed Western currencies,
works better than guns and tanks in binding the oil-de--

pendent Soviet-bloc countries to Mother Russia, and is in-
many ways the lifeblood of the often-fraglle Soviet econ-
omy.« P FCN

Although-misery usually loves company, in this-case
Soviet energy problems are not ennrely welcome in the:
United States. . A

If the Soviet bloc begms unportmg oilin large quann-
ties, it would mean heightened pressure for scarce world
oil supplies.- It might also mean that the Soviets would.
push harder — diplomatically and even mlhtanly - into-

the alluring Mideast oil region.. : N

Already the Soviets have widened thexr mfluence in

South Yemen, Ethiopia and Afghanistan, and unrest in:

Iran has contributed to Arab fears about possible Soviet -

action. The Saudis, for example, repeatedly have-ex-’
pressed fears that the Soviets may attempt to encxrcle
Arab oil fields.

If that were to happen, the Soviet energy problem |

would become a US-energy problem: And it could become .
much more than the “moral equivalent of war.” It could-

-any measures the Soviets :mght take to. prevem a short-

 simistic about Soviet oil potential; it is pessimistic about !

-paradise.

- sumptions of the CIA analysis.. : BRI

-that mine is an economic approach and thexr’s isan engx-
. neermg approach,” Goldman says. - - - i i

-ic necessity of exporting oil to obtain hard currencies -
~will spur them on to import the Western technology to-
boost producnon and sthch to altemauve fuels to free .

tecome World War [IL. - -
It is too early to tell whether this scenario w1ll be
played out. The information is too sketchy, and those

)il’s crucial roles
in the Soviet

who keep tabs on the Soviet Union for a living can't seem '
to agree. !

The CIA, despite wquespread criticism of its analysns, i
has stood by two reparts in 1977 that predicted. the Soviet :
bloc would become a net importer of oil by 1985. The CIA
has, hdwever, scaled back its original pradxcuons. It now
says the Soviet bloe will import 2.3 to 3 million barrels a
day by 1985 rather than 3.5 to 4.5 million. /

“We have been working on a major update of those re-
ports,” a CIA spokesman said recently. “Right now we
have no timetable on when it will be completed; we hope
sometime this summer or early fall. But as of now those
numbers are still our best estimate. Of course;. those.,
numbers should be considered flexible. They depend on

fall from occurring.”
- The reason for the hedgmg is that the CIA is not pes-

.-
_"‘,-— '

whether the Soviets will be able to get the od out of the
ground during the next decade. .-

Most new Soviet oil production is expected to come
from east of the Urals, in sparsely populated western Si-
beria. It is a region that makes Alaska look like a dnller’s

The CIA doubts that Sovxet 011 technology ques-
tioned worldwide, will be able to meet the challenge. The
1977 reports particularly stressed Soviet inability to ag-
gressively pursue exploration and development ( produc-
tion) drilling at the same time.

- Marshall I. Goldman, a professor‘at Wesleyan Umver-
sity and a member of the Russian Research Institute at
Harvard University, questions many of the basnc s,

“The difference between my view and’ the CL-‘l 5 is . “

He says the CIA is correct about the engmeermg dxf-
ficulties the Soviets face, but he argues that the econom~-

011 for export.- R

Goldman also says the CIA reports failed to consxder‘,
the prospects for energy conservation and the posslbxhty
of finding oil offshore. - - e >~3
. He says oil exports earn the Soviets half of their hard
currency“W‘thout it, they are stuck,” he says.“They .
won't be able to pay for their imports. They'll do any-
thing to avoid importing oil” = -

.-. Professor Arthur Wright of Purdue Unwersxty. ane |
_other Soviet watcher, agrees with Goldman. He claims {

the CIA studies were taken'out of context by the Carter !
Administration, which took the unusual step of. releasing 1
them just as.the Carter National Energy Plan went to. ‘

- Congress. “The reports were just political tools,” he says.-

" Professor Bob Campbell of Indiana University who |

i has written several books on the Soviet economy savs the ;
validity of the CIA reports hinges on the abnluv of the
»Soviets to curb domestic oil consumption.
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“The Sovizts use oil in many wéys that are wasteful,” |
he says. “If they can reduce the waste and shift to alter- |
native energy forms, they shouldn't have too many prob-

lems.”
As for producation, he says, “I think it’s about at a
peak now. They're going to have a hard time going be-

yond that, and they’re going to have their hands full -

keepmg it at that level.”
It is difficult to determine who is nght Much of the
data on the Soviet oil industry is a state secret. The Sovi-

ets stopped publishing precise export figures in 1977. .
“They didn't like us looking over their shoulder,” Gold-

man says. “That may reveal rezal problems, but so far it
doesn’t seem to have.”

The statistics available indicate that Soviet produc‘
tion of oil and coal is expected to fall short of 1979 projec-
tions and fail to meet the goals set forward in the five-
year plan ending in 1980. Despite the absence of environ-
mentalists’ opposition or regulatory cenflicts, the Soviet

“Union is struggling to expand a modest supply of nuclear
electric powee. ___ . s —

Natural gas is the one form of energy in which the
neéws has generally been good. Last year the Soviets pro-
duced 13.14 thousand billion cubic. feet of natural gas and
this year plan to produce nearly 14.3: thousand bxlhon cu-
bie feet.

The all-out Soviet effort to keep oil producnon up: has
caused an mteresnng relauonshxp to emerge thh ‘the
United States: .

For the Sowets 10 boost production in the mhosplta-
ble areas where oil is to be found, Western oil technology
is necessarv. The United States is the best source for this
technulogv »

P

|

This present; a.dilemma for US policy makers:
Shouid they help the Soviets find cii and in so doing en- i
nance the relative power of the Soviets? Or should they
reject the Soviet requests for technological help and risk .
the oil crunch the CIA studies predicted? '

So far the Administration has taken the course ofz
helping the Soviets. Although President Jimmy Carter |

delayed the sale of drill-bit technology in 1973 dunng aj

dispute over human rights, he later allowed the sale to go!
through. Since then, more than 123 license apohcauons ;
have been approved, worth mere than 3230 million, the
Commerce Department says.

But there are complaints that the Administration’s
system for controlling exports to the Soviet Union is too
cumbersome and slow, and security-minded government
officials have expressed concern that the technology is
being used for military purposes. :

Oil and gas pipelines are almost as important as. tanks
and troops in binding the Soviet bloc countries to the So-
viet Union. Of the six East European members of the So-
viet-dominated Council for Mutual Economic Assistance,
there is a strong correlation between energy reliance on
the Soviet Union and degree of mdependence from Sov:-
et policy, in internal and foreign aifaxrs

sraAt s g
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01l Sﬁbffage Laid to ‘Friends

. The worldwide shortage of oil is

‘“largely the fauit of our ‘friends’

“in OPEC and not the alleged mili-
tants” a Wisconsin congressman
declared yesterday.

Rep. Les Aspin (D-Wis.) said un-
classified U.S. intelligence docu-
ments show that the 13 nations of
the Organization of Petroleum Ex-

-porting Countries are producing

*3.9 million barrels a day less tham
they could on a-continuing basis.

Although the new revolutionary"
government in Iran accounts for
40 percent of that underproduc-

tion, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Qatar -

and Abu Dhabi are responsible for.

He said these conservative, West.”
ern-oriented monarchies have been
“oonsciously depressing production
(and) causing the shortage. In turn,.
it is the shortage that allows OPEC"
to keep raising prices.” PO

In contrast, Aspim said, Iraq, Al-
geria and Libya, three of the most

+4

- to"convince “the “four "Arab mon-
_archies:that increased production.

militant Arab states, are producing
at or near their full sustainable
capacity. -

Iraq, which has averaged more
than 3.1 million barrels a day for
more than six months, is producing
oil “full blast and in recent months
has poured out more oil than en-
gineers actually thought she was
capable of producing,” he said.

. Algeria has beea producing LI
million barrels a day, its maximum
amount, and Libya has average 97
percent of its sustainable produc-
tion this year, Aspin said. Libya’'s
leader, Moammar Qaddaii, has!

_threatened to cut oil production.

Spons. ...i The.other five OPEC members—
nearly 60-percent, Aspin said. - =~

Veneznela, Indonesia, Nigeria, Ec-
uador and. Gabon—are producing
at slightly under 100 percent of
their capacity, he added.

- Aspin urged, U:S. leaders to try

would be in their long-term nation-
al interests. . o
SR N S R £l
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U.S. Grain Prices Increase on S
Of Reduced Size of Sovzet Umon s Crops

By LAurie CoHeN
S taff Reporter of THE WALL STREET JOURNAL
Farmers have only begun to harvest the
winter wheat crop in the Soviet Union, but
speculation about the reduced size of this
and other Soviet grain crops already has
triggered a sharp rise in U.S. grain prices.
The week aiter June 8, when the Agricul-
ture Department trimmed its estimate of
the Soviet grain harvest 12%, the price of
wheat for July delivery on the Chicago
Board of Trade rose 38 cents a bushel to
$4.43. That estimate put the 1979 crop at be-
tween 170 million and 210 mililon metric
tons, well below last year’s harvest of 235
million metric tons. Traders reason that a
smaller Soviet crop means more demand
for U.S. grain exports.

gjgwg‘ver, the Centr;! Inteiligence ggg_ ney

Lhen estimated the Soviet crop at 185 mullion
metric_tons, and wheat prices plunged 16
cents a ousnel. The estimate was witl.n (e
Agricuiture Department’s range but above
the {50 million metric tons rumored on the
Jlcor of the Board of Trade

The Agricuiture Department is due to is-
sue an updated Soviet crop forecast today
based on a recent tour of winter-wheat
growing areas by agency oificials. If the
new forecast is substantially different from
the one issued June 8, grain prices can be
expected to reflect the difference, analysts
say.

On the Board of Trade yesterday, wheat,
comn and soybean prices fell as traders anx-
iously awaited today's news on the Soviet
crop and a separate report on the U.S. crop
outlook. The U.S. crop was expected to be
higher than previous forecasts, while the So-
viet crop was expected to be nearly un-
changed, despite initial indications from the
Agriculture Department that the Russian
crop would be at the low.end of its range.

This nervousness shows the Soviet
Union's importance as a customer for world
grain and the high degree of uncertainty re-
garding the country’s needs, analysts say.
Officials of major grain-exporting compa-
nies and other experts agree that the extent
of buying by the U.S.S.R. will play a key
role in determining the tightness of world
grain supplies this year. Moreover, they
say, the U.S. will be the main source of ad-
ditional grain for Moscow. But observers
also say that the Soviet Union’s physical ca-
pacity for handling imports could Iimit its
purchases, despite lagging crop production.
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The Agriculture Department forecasts i
that world grain trade will increase to be- ;
tween 166 million and 176 million metric
tons in the year ending June 30, 1980, up .
from 158.9 million last year. The Soviet |
Union is expected to buy about nine million |
metric tons more than it did a year ago, or
between 21 million metric toas and 28 mil-
lion metric tons, up from 15.2 million metric
tons in 1973-79. (A metric ton equals 6.7
bushels of wheat or soybeans and 39.4 bush-
els of corn.)

But some experts say Soviet imports
could exceed the department’s forecast. The
Soviet Union’s largest grain purchases,
about 26 million metric tons, came in 1975-
75, when their grain harvest fell almost 309-
from the previous year to 140 million metric
tons. Since then, a campaign to upgrade the
country's diet has boosted demand for wheat
and feed grains. In addition, ‘‘they’'ve made
such tremendous improvements” in their
ability to receive imports that they could
take more than 30 militon metric tons, as-
serts the top officer of an mtemaﬁonal ex-
porter.

A vice president in charge of Soviet sales
for another grain company says that in the
past the Soviets were abje to import a maxi-
mum of three million metric tons of grain a
month. “It's almost inconceivable that they
could keep that up for 12 months,” he adds.
Experts say that the need, to put railcars in
place to haul such a large amount of grain
to interior points would probably create se-
vere logistical problems. Limited space for
storing and drying grain could also result in
bottlenecks, analysts say.

Under a U.S.-Soviet grain agreement that
enters its fourth year Oct. 1, the U.S.S.R.
may buy a minimum of six million metric
tons of corn and wheat and a maximum of
eight million metric tons. For the second
and third years of the pact, the limit was
raised to 15 million metric tons. Agricuiture
Secretary. Bob Bergiand has left open the
possibility of raising the ceiling again this
year, “‘pending the outcome of the (U.S.)
crop.” A vice president for a major exporter
says that “if our crops are better than nor-
mal, the Agriculture Department would cer-
tainly let them take more’ than 15 million
metric tons. “‘Currently, our crops look ex-
cellent,” he says. )

In fact, market sources say that the So-
viet Union has probably already bought the
eight million metric tons basic quota for
1979-80, which begins Sept. 1. Though export-|
ers are required to report large sales to the(
Agriculture Department, they don’'t have to
disclose the destinations of sales until the
grain is shipped. Sales of corn and wheat to|
unidentified buyers for shipment in 1979-80
total 13.7 million metric tons.
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Grain

Russia wants more |

There are too main ways of assessing
Russia's grain prospects: (a) hire James
Bond or a spy-in-the-sky satellite; or (b)
more simply, have a look at the Chicago
futures market, which, via the United
States department of agriculture and the
CIA, does these things for you.

Chicago has been bouncing up and
down like a yo-yo. The July wheat con-
tract, after bumping along at around
$3.15 a bushel for months, jumped sud-
denly in late April, then soared again in
early June to a peak of 34.83 on June
22nd, before dropping some 50 cents. It
was picking up again this. week, on news

- from Russia.

Last year Russia had a record 237m-
tonne grain harvest, but it still went on
importing heavily from the Unitad States.
This year's Soviet target for the-harvest
was 227m tonnes. It is not going to be
reached, because of a wet autumn, a cold
winter and a flooded spring (notably in
the grain areas of the Don and Volga
valleys) followed by a too-dry early sum-
mer. A'month ago the. American agricul-
ture department forecast a range of
170m-210m tonnes. Expectations have
been lowered since then.

The effect on forecasts of international
trade has been dramatic. In the current
crop year, the Russians have imported
about 5m tonnes of wheat and 10m
tonnes of coarse grains. The American

There is no risk of the Russians starv-
ing, but their hopes of getting decent
supplies of grain-fed meat may have been
put off for yet another year. Nor will the
world starve, though the present best
guess is that world wheat output this
season may drop to around 405m tonnes
(against last season's 435m), and coarse
grains drop to 710m tonnes (against last
year’s 740m). Consumption is pretty
flexible, especially of the coarse grains,
mainly destined for animals. And Ameri-
can farmers still have some 20m acres of
potential grain land “set aside™, so that
they do not produce a glut of grain to
overwhelm price support policy.

Big imports by Russia would be good !
news for shipowners. They would be bad
news for the poor of the few third-world
courtries that would then have to import
wheat on commercial terms. The extra
push given to American inflation could
be disagreeable—but not to grain farmers
or America’s trade balancs: an extra
$1.25 a bushel on their wheat crop, plus,
say, 60c on maize, which has moved up
less dramatically, is worth about 56% bil-
lion a year to American farmers, $2}
billion of it in export earnings. EEC
consumers should not be hard hit: even at
55 a bushel, American wheat would only
just about reach official EEC support
levels.

agriculture department has expected for

some time that both figures will be rough-
ly doubled in the new crop year: to 7m-
1lm tonnes of wheat (the International
Wheat Council says 5m-7m tonnes) and
13m-1Sm'tonnes of coarse grains. A total
of 20m-30m tonnes, in a world whose
entire international trade in these grains

(rice is excluded) is only. 150m-160m

tonnes., The [atest forecast, from the
CIA, puty the guess at Russia’s imports
still higher: over 35m tonnes. Hence
Chicago's surge.
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The Fireman and the ¥ iaz@ks

THE encouraging word out of NATO the other day,
foilowing the two-day semi-annuual meeting of the NATO
defense ministers in Brussels 13-14 May, is that the various
members of the Alliance have agrced in principle to
maintain an annual *real increase™ in defense spending of
about 37 through the mid-1930s.

Also approved was a substantial increase in expenditures
for the Alliance’s “‘infrastructure’—the aircraft shelters,
port facilities, ammunition storage depots, ctc., needed for
any emergency reinforcement of the combat troops on the
line.

Thirty years after the founding of NA’I‘O and 33 years
after D-Day, those collective pledges are heartening
affirmation that the organization’s military hierarchy, at

least, recognizes the seriousness of the continuing Soviet

buildup and is determined to counter it with equal force.

There are problems with such promises, though. For one
thing, they're not binding ecven on present governments,
much less future ones. The announcement of the 3% annual
defense spending increases was hedged as usual with
reservations about the economic and political conditions
within each country “and the risks and difficulties of final
government and parliamentary approval.” In other words,

_each country will judge for itself what’s economically and

politcally feasible., If experience is any yardstick, most
members of the Alliance probably will let domestic
considerations outweigh their apprehensions about the
threat to their collective security.

Another problem is that a 3% annual increase in defense
spending would be a helpful start in the right direction, but
no more than that. The CIA estimates that the Soviet
Union last year spent $5% more on military manpower and
armaments than the United States did—5146 billion vs.
$102 billion. If the United States and its NATO allies do
increase their own defense spending as promised, the best
that can be said is thag we would be flunking higher. Until
the Alliance faces up to the fact that much greater outlays
are needed to regain military parity the present
overwhelming Soviet margin of superiority in conventional
arms will continue to grow until the situation is perhaps
wmilitarily irreversible.

What was not said, what was not promised, in Brussels,
moreover, could be of even greater importance in the long
run than what was said, and what was promised. There was,
for example, a realistic recognition that U.S. airlift
capabilities should be expanded. “By the end of the
{infrastructure] program,” Don Cook of the Los Angeles
Times reported on 16 May, “the United States hopes to be
able to airlift five divisions to Europe within 30 days
instead of the present capability of two divisions. The
United States is also to be able to bring in 60 air squadrons
within the 30-day period as against the present 20-squadron
capability.™

That’s all well and good. But what about sealift, the real
Achilles heel of tHe Alliance? Hundreds of thousands of

tons of supplics will be urgently needed on an almost
immediate basis by the ground and air units ferried in us
reinforcements, as well as by those already stationed on the
Central Front. There is no way to airlitt the supplies and
cquipment needed for any conflict which fasts more than a

week or two; the troops can be flown in, but everything

else will have to come by ship.

But the ships simply are not available—not in the sizes, :

capabilities, and configurations most likely to be needed.

And neither are the naval.forces available which would be
needed for convoy duty against a Soviet submarine force !

about 10 times the size of, and immensely more capable
than, the Nazi submarine fleet which almost won the Batte
of the Atlantic in World War 11.

If NATO doesn’t build up its anti-submarine warfare
forces and U.S./NATO-flag merchant marine capabilities to
insure resupply of its personnel reinforcemnents, the ground
and air units on the Central Front will, within just a few
days after the start of conflict, be out of fuel, out of
ammunition, and out of luck —and out of the war as well.

The Alliance also is neglecting its flanks. And, make no

mistake about it, those flanks now extend from Indonesia
to Italy, from Bolivia to Belgium, across the Indian Ocean
and through the waters of the South Atantic, wherever the

ships must go which bnng the raw materials, metals, and !

minerals needed by - the highly industrialized member

countries of NATO. In long-range strategic terms it matters ‘

little that there is peace in Europe if the USSR controls the

passage of ships to and through the Persian Gulf and around |

the Cape of Good lope.

In warfare as in sports it is common sense to hit the
enemy where he is weakest. NATO’s greatest weakness is in
logistics, in its reinforcement capabilities, particularly in
sealift. In such circumstances sound Soviet strategy would
dictate an attack not on the Central Front, where the
United States and its allies are relatively strong and 2ble to

fight back most cffectively, but against the fuel and supply !

dumps, the prepositianed stocks of ammunition and

equipment,

without which the combat forces would be :

helpiess, and against the Alliance’s outnumbered naval and '

maritime units both in port and on the high seas.
Admiral Isaac C. “Ike’ Kidd, Jr.,

the now-retired former

Supreme Allied Commander Atlantic, liked to compare the *

air units and ground troops in the combat zone to a fireman
holding the business end of the hose at a fire. So lony as the
water keeps coming through in sufficient volume and force

the fireman can keep doing his job. But cut the water off at

the source, or anywhere else along the line, and he is no
longer effective.

It’s a homely analogy, but one disconcertingly applicable
to the present situation in Europe. At their next meeting
the defense ministers might want to consider that, without

a hose which is weil-secured and in good repair, the fireman -

holding the nozzle is going to get bumt—and, until the hose
is repaired, so are all the additional firemen rushed to the

scene. » :
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J¥K auiopsy
photos said
1o be fakes

By STEVE PARKS
Sun Stajf Correspondent :
New York—A photo technician hired
by the House Select Committee on Assas-
sinations to analyze film related to the as-
sassination of President Jobn F. Kennedy
has concluded that four of the Kennedy
autopsy photos are forgeries.

O R Gooden, a photo-aptics tech |

" pician who served as coosultant to the

committee, said he has evidence “that
raises grave doubts about the authentici-
ty” of materials relied upon by the House
committee and three earlier investiga-
tions into the Kennedy assassination.

The Sun was shown a copy of his writ-
ten conclusions, which will be included in

~the final version of the committee’s report

to be released later this month. -

“For the record,” Mr. Groden wrote in
his analysis, “my visual inspection of the
autopsy photos and X-rays reveals evi-
dence of forgery in four of the photos,”
two color pictures showing the back of the
President’s head and-the same shots in
black and white, - - . ‘

Mr. Groden’s analysis suggesting the
possibility of an exit wound in the back of
the President’s-head is supported: by the
sworn statements of 10 doctors and nurses
who treated or handled President Eenne-
dy upoa his arrival at Parkland Hospital

in Dallas immediately after he was shot

November 22, 1363.

The Warren Commission based its Sep--
tember (1964) conclusion that Lee Harvey

Oswaid was the lone-assassin in part on
autopsy evidence that indicated all the

shots came from the rear. The House com-

mittee’s conclusion also is that

the only shots which hit the P_xfesidgnt

came from therear. - -°
Mr. Groden concl

ades that the alleged

THE BALTIMORE SUN
9 July 1979

forgery of autopsy photos was. accom-
plished by the “matte insertion process,” a |
technique well known in motion pictures
and widely used in such films as “Super-
man: The Movie.”

The process works this way: A small
area is cut out of the larger backdrop film
into which a new image is to be inserted.
For instance, the skyiine of the fictional
city of Metropolis was the backdrop
against which a horizontally outstretched
Superman was imposed, giving the- im-
pression of flight. - - -

The density of images around the
edges, where one negative fits into the oth-
er. is reduced so they biend smoothly. One
negative is placed on top of the other and
a positive image is created from this in-
sertion process,. s © i cr

Mr. Groden contends that the autopsy
photos were forged in the same manner.

A photo showing part of the back of 2
cadaver’s head, containing 2 small entry
bullet wound, Mr Groden said, was insert-
ed over that of a massive exit wound in
the back of President Kennedy’s head in
an apparent attempt to conceal the wound
caused by a shot from the front.

Mr. Groden's analysis of the autopsy.
photos was completed early last summer,
before his September 7 testimony during
the committee’s public hearings. Mr. Gro-
den said he was specifically forbidden to

-jes to the committee during the last week

“dence to me,” Mr. Groden said over the

discuss the autopsy photos whea he testi-
fied. S -
Committee sources said Mr. Groden’s
instructions were that he was oot allowed
to discuss any aspect of the case which
had not been covered previously in the
public sessions. As Mr. Groden was the-
second witness to be called—following
former Texas Gov. John B. Connally—the 1
autopsy photos were off limits in accor-4

dance with the committee’s ground rules. 3

. In mid-July, a-staff member of the
House assassinations committee "discov—
ered that one of the Kennedy files—con-
taiaing the autopsy photos that were being
kept in a combination safe—had been han-
dled by “an unauthorized person,” who ap-

parently gained access to them surrepti-

tiously. IR,

PO Nt
i ARt ITA A P aundiait> fa

Fingerprints were found not only on .
the plastic sleeves containing the photos, .
but also on the pictures themselves. ,
Among them were the four photos which .
Mr. Groden contends are forgeries. |

District of Columbia police traced the |
fingerprints to Regis T. Blahut, a Central
Intelligence Ageacy officer assigned to as-
sist the committee with CIA files needed
for the assassinations investigation. .

Police said Mr. Blahut's fingerprints
also were found on X-rays of the President |
and on the so-called “magic bullet,” which
had been crucial in linking Oswald to the
assassination. .’ TR

A CIA spokesman said the 2 ency fired
Mr. Blabut immediately after the finger- -
prints. were identitied. The spokesman,
Herbert Hetu, said the agency was satis--
fied that the tampering with Kennedy as-
sassination evidence was “just 2 matter of
personal curiosity.” ,

Mr. Groden said he submitted his re-
port on the alleged autopsy-photo forger-

of June—about two weeks before it was.
discovered that Mr. Blahut of the CIA had |
tampered with the same photographic ev-"
idence Mr. Groden had been examining.
“It seems like too much of a coinci--

weekend. o
At the close of its hearings last year,
the House committee released its prelimi-
pary finding that President Kennedy's
death was “probably” the result of a con- '
spiracy —that there were at least two gun-
men. .- ... N e Y i e 04

e e o

EXCERPT
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Mystery of J.F.K. photo is

By Jim Adams
Associated Press

WASHINGTON — House investiga-
tors say they are not satisfied that
mare curiosity was the reason a CIA
agent removed an autopsy photo-
graph of President John F. Kennedy
from a committee safe.

But they do not know what the
reason might have been and proba-
bly will never find out, Rep. Louis
Stokes (D, Ohio), chairman of the
House Select Committee on Assassi-
nations, told the House last week. -
- Stokes said a committee investiga-
tion has concluded that the CIA did
not direct the agent to rifle the
committee’s safe, which the agent
was assigned to guard.

The agent, since fired, has been
quoted as saying his only reason for
looking at the photograph was per-
sonal curiosity. The photograph was
found outside the safe by a commit-
tee employe.

-“The committee staff members are -

not satisfied that the motive has been
established,” Stokes toild the House.

“They believe mere curiosity is not
consistent with the fingerprint evi-
dence.”

The CIA said its own mvesngauon
concluded that the reason was mere
curiosity.

Stokes told the House there was no

. evidence that the photograph had

been taken from the committee’s of-
fice or had been misused, or that
anyone had profited from it. He said
the agent’s fingerprints” were found

on the inside of the safe ddwr, indi- ]

cating that it had been puiled open,
and on a plastic cover in a notebook
from . which the photograph was
ripped.

Stokes said that, in the initial mter-
view, the agent denied getting into
the safe and that, in a second inter-
view, he “did not admit any wrongdo-
ing.” Stokes said the agent had ref-
used further interviews.

“In the absence of a full and truth.
ful confession by the agency employe
or the others, if any, who were in
league with him — or substantial

new evidence — all recognize that

" resuit of the incident.

unseived

the matter of motive cannot be ultil |
mately resolved,” Stokes said.

He said he considers the matte
closed, but would assist any furthe
House investigation. There hav

"been reports that the permanen

House Select Committee on Intellid
gence is investigating the incident. |
Stokes’ report to the House con-
firmed Washington Post reports|
about the incident, which occurred
last July. The newspaper identifi
the agent as Regis T. Blahut. The CIA}
subsequently confirmed the agent's
name and said he had been fired as a

The Post quoted Blahut as saying,
when asked why he would not dis-
cuss the case: “There’s other things
that are involved that are detnmen-
tal to other things.” !

Stokes told the House that- the*
agent was left alone in the commit-
tee’s offices by a committee employe,
but then had to open a closed but
unlocked door to an adjoining room
to gain access to the safe. .

The committee employe, an artist-

" ‘making medical drawings of Kenne-|

dy’s wounds, returned to find the|
photograph and the notebook that|
had contained it outside the safe, |
Stokes said.

- The autopsy photographs werej
kept in the safe, Stokes said, to pre-
-vent the pictures from ever becoms-
ing public. . . -,

The assassinations commmee has
concluded that Kennedy‘s assassina-
tion on-Nov. 22, 1963,.in Dallas probn-
bly resuited from a conspxracy 1n~
volving two gunmen. - " . - {
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0 Top iIssue,
Yentying SALT

By Vernon A. Guidry Jr.

Washington Star Staif Writer

The Scenate. Foreign Relations
Committee today turned to the most
sensitive, technical and perhaps
most difficult single question of the
strategic arms treaty debate: Can the
United States adequately determine
whether the Russians are cheating?

Today’s open session follows an
afiernoon spent by the committee
benind the Capitol's most secure
doors going over this question of
verification, as it is called in arms
control jargon.

Scheduled to testify were Defense
Secretary Harold Brown, CIA Direc-
tor Stansfield Turner and George
Seignious, director of the Arms Con-
trol and Disarmament Agency.

CIA-RDP05S00620R000501270001-6

(GREEY LINE)

ability to monitor missile tests was

degraded by the loss of iran, its capa-
! bilities remain good enough o de-
| tect Soviet cheating before it could
' affect the strategic balance.

For the first time yesterday, the
administration picked up eadorse-
ments for the treaty from retired
high-ranking military men: Adm.
Noel Gaylor, former head of the Na-
tional Security Agency, Gen. Russell '
Dougherty, former chief of the .

. Strategic Air Command, and Adm. .
Isaac C. Kidd, former commander of
- the Navy’s Atlantic fleet and former -
' chief of naval materiel. . ‘
Kidd said the treaty supplied
breathing room in which to correct |,
deficiencies in the-strategic position
of the United States. i
Gaylor said more could be hoped |
for, “but I ask what the situation .
would be without this treaty.” x
Dougherty commended the process
of negotiation and the resuits of
SALTIHL - -~ o o

The administration has main-

tained that the SALT O treaty is “ade-
quately verifiable,” despite such
recent setbacks as the loss of CIA
electronic !istening posts in Iran
that monitored test launches of
Soviet liquid-fueled rockets.

Chief among critics on verifica-
tion has been Sen. John Glenn, D-
Ohlio, a former astronaut sufficiently
at home with the technology to com-
mand credibility on the issue with
colleagues.

At a recent committee meeting,
Glenn made clear that he is still
very skeptical about the verification
ability of the United States and is

particularly interested in pinning -

_the administration down on current
capabilities, rather than being satis-
fied with programs for future.im-
provement. .

The administration position in
that regard has been that while US.
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Some Senators Say an Arms PactLoopn ole Aids SOUzeti

By RICHART BURT
Special 10 The New (nrk Times

'VASHINGTON, July 17 — A new issue
in th2 Senate debate over the strategic
1708 treaty has arisen with the realiza..
~hat the treaty would ailow the Soviet

cr (o deploy up to five intercontinen. -
tal nissile systems now under develop-
mendc

Senate aides said that, during a c!osed
irvaring of the Senate. Intelligence Com-
muitee last week, Adm. Stansfield Tumn-
ar, Director of Central Intelligence, said
f*a deployment was permitted under the
pacz’s provisions on mxssue modermza
tion and replacement.

The treaty allows the tesnng and de<
ployment of an entirely new type of mis< |
sile as well as the modification of existing .
t mes within 5 percent of some of. their

present characteﬂsucs sucb as. wexgm
md size. Lol

One Emirel'y New System Anowed

Witnesses for the Government have .
tended to stress that each side, .under the
treaty, would be permitted to deploy the i+
cre entirely new: missile system. -But ;,1
“White House and Pentagon aides Con- &

firmed today that. the -modernization
provisions would allow the Russians to.: ¥
ceploy five new types of missiles. i

Tize new Saviet missiles, including a re--"
nla«.ement' tor the SS-18 heavy missile;.

resaid tobe part of aififth generation’ "
of systems ‘that Secretary of Defense:
Harold Brown disciosed a year ago.

As a result of Admirai Turner’s testi="
mony, .some senators critical of the-
treaty are now saying that the Govemn- ::

. to deploy additional systems could be-

jtionsoftnenrpredecasors.” -,

: systems reflected differences over how

can deploy only one ‘‘new type’’ of land-
- based

fication of existing types as long as the
do not increase or decrease the !

weight, size or h!t.ing power- ot the rms- .
. sﬂa by more than 5 percent.

43 Critics See Loophole in Treaty

;. modification of an earlier type.

' Union’s new generation of missiles under

ment misled them by asserting earlier
that the accord permitted both sides only
one new type of land-based missile. They |
said that Soviet Union’s apparent ability

come a central issue in hearings next
week before the Armed Services Commxt-
tee.

Pentagon aides, while concedmg that
Moscow could replace its existing force of
land-based missiles with new. systems,
denied any intention to mislead the Sen-
ate. They said that, in testimony before
the Foreign Relations Committee last
week, Secretary Brown affuded to the re-
placement missiles by saying that ‘‘ail
. but one of these new mmissiles will-have to
. be restricted to quite<limited modxfxca-

The aides said the issue of new mzssxle

" Article IV of the treaty was to be inter-
preted. The article-says that each side

missile. But it7also allows modi-

Opponents of the treaty regard the 5.
. percent provision as a loophole. They say
that the provision, while restricting al-
lowable modifications, does not stop the
* Russians from replacmg existing models
with new systems in the next few years.
. Under the treaty, they say, Moscow can
say that any new missile system is only a

Intelligence officials say that the Soviet

development consists of one heavy,. li-.
quid-iyeied missile, two medium-size, liq-
uid-fufled systems and two smaller solid-
fuel systems. Critics say that the-treaty
would enable Moscow to use the new sys-

' who said that the new missiles could be

tems to replace the existing beavy SS-18 l
as weil as the S5-17 and SS-19 missiies. .

A Pentagon aide involved in the arms
treaty did not dispute that the $3-18 and +
other missiles rmght be replaced. But he !
said the restrictions on increases in:
weight and size:would insure that any |
threat posed by the new missiles would |
not be fundamentally different from that |
ot the existing Soviet arsenal. i

He also noted that any new missiles |
would not be permitted to carry more |
warheads than the systems they re-
placed. As a result, he said, with the ex-
ception of the one new type allowed each
side, the Soviet systems could be consid-
ered variants of existing missiles.

This interpretation was questioned by
aides on the Armed Services Committee

made more lethal than the weapons they
replaced. While the treaty wouid not
allow the new systems to differ signifi-
cantly in weight and size from existing
missiles, the aides said, the new genera-
tion of missiles could still be more accu-
rate and reliable and would be easxer to
maintain. . .
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¥£x-C1A Director Bush |
Says SALT I ‘Unverifiable’

Foermer CIA director George Bush, who is also |
a Republican presidential contender, has come out ?
foursquare against Jimmy Carter’s strategic arms
limitation treaty. Bush, who has proved himseif to
be a hardliner in foreign policy, recently asked
rhetorically of his Orlando, Fla., audience—be- |
fore his rival, Sen. Howard Baker had opposed
SALT—whether the treaty was verifiable, guaran-
teed U.S. equality or even held the Soviets in
check. Responded Bush: ““The straight hard an- :
swer in every case. . .No!”’

Aside from pointing out that the treaty permits
the Soviets to keep more than 300 ‘‘very large ICBMs
with seven times the power of our largest MIRVed
missile, while we are permitted none of these re- |
markably destructive weapons,’” Bush stressed '
that the treaty was *‘unverifiable.”” As the ex-chief
of the CIA, his remarks take on added weight.

There is only one question on the subject
of verification, he said, ““Can we catch the |
Soviets il they try to cheat? And again, the
answer is ominous for the United States. The
fact is that under this tresty, we are virtually
unabie to monitor whether the Soviets comply
with its terms.”’

The Soviets, he said, ‘‘have flatly refused to
permit on-siie inspections to verify such compli- !
ance. Stansfield Turner, the current chief of the
CIA; has testified in closed session before the Sen-
ate that it will take until 1984 to fully restore the !
intelligence capability that we had for monitoring
Soviet missile tests and development, but that was .
lost when Iran went up in flames. |

‘““Everyday, it seems, we learn how high a price '
we must pav tor the loss of our close ties with [ran— |
whether it i in higher prices at the gas pump, long
lines at the illing station, or an inability to keep a-
close eye on Soviet nuclear armament. )

*“When 1t comes to verification of SALT II,
Jimmy Carter will ask us to trust the Soviets as he
once asked us to trust him. But I should say to
you: a treaty that cannot be verified tomorrow
should not be ratified today.””
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William E. Colby

|

Soviet SALT Politics

Weapons systems, military forces’
and intelligence machinery are the .
stuff of SALT I. Debate rages over |
each of these to the bewilderment of
the public and the delight of‘the ex-
perts. But there is another dimension
to the debate, which is as important |
as any single detail. The political |
background of the treaty, within the |
Soviet Union and in the international
arena, must be factored into the
eventual decision on ratification,
amendment or rejection. Only by in-
cluding this dimension can its indi-
vidual details be given their proper |
weight. . ' ;

The Soviet Uniom’s political pro-
cess is certainly different from the
American. But different interests I
and points of view do exist in the |
Sovietsystem,andthereareproc&l
dures for resolution of those differ- i
ences within the bureaucracy, the .
Party apparatus and the leadership |
councils. From the record of negotia-
tions of SALT 1, it is clear that a
number of balancing trade-offs took
place in the Soviet negotiating posi-
tion and in Soviet acceptance of the
final version. Hardheaded Soviet in-
sistence on retaining the heavy mis-
sile was balanced by Soviet accep-
tance of equal aggregate force totals,
despite earlier arguments that our
Europe-based and allied nuclear
forces that' can strike the U.SS.R
shouid be included in the American

count. American insistence on count-
ing rules was accepted despite their
penalizing some single-warhead
Soviet missiles and launchers by
counting them as mulitiples, because
their prototype was so tested.

Some Soviet concessions were

more apparent than real, such as the! .

agreement to abandonr the mobile
S318, which was apparently a dud. |
But others will require substantial
changes in established Soviet prac-
tices, such as the destruction of 250
existing Soviet launchers, the limit ta|
one new missile instead of the usual|
four per generation, the exchange of |
data on forces and test notifications|
despite longstanding Soviet paranoiai
about secrecy, and the restriction of'
the heavy missile to 10 warheads:
rather than allowing it to be im-i
proved to carry its full capability of'

30 or more. The final text also:
represents Soviet acceptance of fu-|
ture improvements in America's]
forces through the MX missile and
cruise missiles, the latter compro-[
mise balancing American agreementg
that the Soviet Backfire not be.
counted, with limitations imposed-on
each side’s weapon, A

These Soviet concessions reflect aj
Soviet political decision that the bene-i
fits of SALT I to the USSR out-
weigh them. The primary benefit was
.the cap it put on the American arms|
race and the danger that the Ameri;
can sleeping giant might arise and out- |
distance the Soviets in this technology
inthesamedramaﬁcwayitdidmthey
15608 space race. Recognition as an es-|
sentlally equal superpower alsoi
represents a long-sought Soviet goal, |
and SALT IT's numerical and qualita-
tive provisions make this plain. ;

But a sense of the bargaining that/
occurred among Soviet decision-mak-:
ers can be seen from the Soviet reac--
tion to President Carter’s March 1977,
suggestion to “amend” the agree-
ments reached in 1974 at Viadivostok
to reduce the Soviet heavy-missile
force from 300 to 150 launchers. The
reaction was sharp and harsh, show-
ing that the 1974 tradewoffs were
viewed as firm rocks in the negoti-
ated balance, not subject to later
rearrangement. Americans blithely |
contemplating -similar amendments !
now should recall the criticism of the i
naiveté and brashness of the Ameri- :
can diplomacy in that instance.

The final text of SALT I reflects |

these compromises made within the)
Soviet government, just as it reflects |
the compromises made within the|
US. government. The treaty before|
the Senate thus does not satisty |
every Soviet interest, as it does not :
satisty every American. But it is the|
culmination of a series of mutual
compromises and concessions, to|
which the Soviets contributed in sub-

stantial measure, The Soviet political !
consensus this reflects is 2 fact that |
Inust be weighed as the Senate now|
judges the treaty. |

|

Ratification, of course, is a differ-|
ent subject in the two countries, but
the review required for Senate ratift.
cation could find an analogy on the:

Soviet side if the treaty is not ratified
and an obviously ailing President.
Brezhnev dies. The succession crisis;
then would seize the Soviet leader-!
ship. Previous successions suggest |
that this would produce an interim:
period of confusion and maneuver-
ing, followed by the rise a few years !
later of a new leader and the possible
adoption of new policies. i
Failure of US. ratification thus.
could open a political interstice in'
which strategic weapons would be
without agreed controls during a'’
Soviet succession struggle. Wholly
new policies and positions could he
advocated by contenders for power
and for support within the Soviet
leadership. An agreement fully rati.
fied before the passing of Brezhnev
could, of course, be subject to actual
if not legal repudiation by his sucees.
sor, but that would be a much more
difticuit and dangerous defiance of
American power than drastic pro- .
posals for Soviet “amendments” of a i
text still not formally adopted by the
two governments. )
American allies, the Soviet Union !
and its allies and the uncommitted|
nations closely observe the firmness:
and competence of the Americani
management of the strategic arms,
relationship between the United:
States and the USS.R. Brinksmans.
ship and provecadon would draw:
criticism, but indecision and weak-:
ness would create doubts. As concern;
has grown over American leadership:
in the fields of energy, international;
finance and assistance to embattled ;
friends, so disarray and lack of an.
American consensus in the strategic:
nuclear field could cause qualms
about basic alliance relationships-
and could bring about shifts in the
center of' political gravity from the-
United States toward the U.S.S.R.

As the debate moves to include:
these broad political dimensions:
beyond the details of SALT I, it
should also stimulate consideration:
of the other problems America faces.
with respect to the Soviet Union.
These must include our convention..

CONTINUED
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al-force imbalance and the problem:;
of dealing with Soviet subversion|
and Cuban proxies. We must also.
face up to the need for firm support
of our friends and ailjes against out.:
side siren songs or internal turmoil, |
despite cries for our neninterfee..
ence.

This dimension need not “Hnk” all
our problems with the Soviets to
SALT I and make it hostage to our
satisfaction across the hoard. But ft
should alert us to the Deed to fashion |
appropriate policies, programs and |
Wweapons to protect ourselves and our |
allles at each level of threat, In this|
larger political dimension, the bene-
fits of SALT I can be better appreck |
ated for the talents and -resources it |
will free to devote tg other purposes, |
The “small step for man” presented |
In SALT II can then be firmly taken |
by Americans as a component of a
“giant step for manking” that a sta.
ble US-USSR. relationship coud|
Produce. ;

The writer was Sformeriy director |
of the Central Intelligence Agency.
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15 Ju.x.y 1972

3y JOSEPH YOLZ

SJASHINGTON—High above
the, Soviet Union, four
United States spy satellites

¥
A
are on
far Runxan missile tests.

¥ \:uxly, two of the four R‘!yohta
”

=ai=ilves, hovering 22,000 miles up,
ace in oneration at any one time.
Their mission: To discover a Soviet
mi iast-off within seconds and

iqenify the missile by using infra-
sensors to detect the particular
caced “3igpature” of that weapon.
inhese spy satellites, along with
lsnd and sea-based radars, spy planes,
ground listening devices and a few—
very few—oid fashoined human spies,

b e
v <

maie uo the U

They wiil make sure that the Soviets

o 1ot cneat U the new strategic arms
lLimitation treaty (SALT-2) is ratified
Ly the Senate. The critics say our
“spies ' can't ¢o the job well enougn.
Disguise missile developmeni
The Senaie began hearings on the

treary last week, and one of the
maiar points of the anti-SALT crowad -

was faat tae Soviets can disguise new
i ies development and upgrada
roo oTategic missiles and bombers
Lwe - wut the U.S. spies learning the

P
$ross

“1e Carter administration is the
firr to publicly admit that the U.S.
do»s have spy satellites, but Carter
has oniered that little more be said
publicty., No photos t:ucen by U.S.
. spy <aiellites have ever been relﬂas-
ed.

Nswvertheless, 1t is possible
thrne2n interviews with people who
hav= seen such phctos. to put togeth-
er a iist of U.S. spy satellite accom-
clisnments,

2 Pretures from the pho?o satel- ~

lites, 'which circle the earth at an
altitude of about 100 miles and
_speeds of 16040 r’lph, showed that

vermanent station, watching’

j.S. “verification” team...

fo0 <rogyin time to stop the viola-’

the Soviet S3-9 missile warneads
were peing delivered to the silos i
different conrtainers,. indicating the
Soviets were putting muitiple rather -
than single nuclﬂar warheads on each
missile. .

* Photo satelhtes were the n:st to
discover that the Soviets were build-

- ing a new super submarine and a new

mini-aireraft carrier. This was vefore
the vessels were ready for sea trials.
Apparently the satellites took pic-
tures of snipvard activity and maten-
als trucked into the yard.

» Central Inteliigence Agency
analysts concluded a few years ago,
mainly on the basis of satellite data,
that the Soviets did not have an i

‘operational antiballistic missile sys-—

tem for Moscow. The Russians hagd .

- dug numerous ABM heles in an at-- |

tempt to cdeceive the photo satellites.-
o Through eléctronic communica-
tions intercepts-by the National Se- |
curity Agency ~  of Soviet '
conversations, the U.S. reportedly ‘
discovered the Russian position on
the SALT-1 tal'\s (S ALT-1 was ;»gned |
in 1972) 0= '

The U.S. has about aO spy satel-
lites aloft—they nave a six-month iife |
span—compared with more than 200
for the Soviet Union. The “Big Bird” |
spy sateilite—weighing ‘11 tons, com- |
pared with the first American spies
in the sky 20 years ago, whicn weigh-.-
ed only 38 pounds—is tke workhorse
of the U.S. spy fleet..-

Big Bird can take black arxd white,
color or infrared television-pictures
and can take a-clear picture of a 3-
foot object from 100 miles up. That
is. if it knows what it's-looking for.~ -

Can film large arsas L

To solve that problem, satemtes

flving at 200 miles up can film large -
areas. For example, a U.S. sateilite—
and presumably its Soviet counter-
part—can photograph half of \Xew-
England in one film clip.

1'

P
!

!
—
i
i
|

SN

Photo satelhtes do have draw-- ,:
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backs—iheyv nsed clear weather and
davlight. And tacause they fly the
same paitern day 2

sure there are no significant changes,
ine Soviets often know when the spy-
in-thesky is coming and can make
attermots at camouilage.

Sateliires are also- uncritical, as
Air Foree’s formar invelligence chief
Gan. George Keezzn points out: The
satellites “spotted and photographed
hundreds of Sovier military buildings
tur had no way 19 determine what
they were used for.

“They're exceii2nt in counting th
number of above-graund missiles and
planes. fut CLA analysts sometimes-

- fzil to come to grips with the opera- -
tional import of the weapons.” Kee- '
_ gan says. : i
~Huge ground radars at the- begin-
ning of 2 Sovier missile test flight
and at the end »f the flight in a
Pacific splasiidrwn have provided.
- - ]
vital information on performance !
craracteristics of th2 missiles. Cobra
Dane, a U.S. radar facility in the
Aleutians that went into operation in
1977, for example, can spot a pasket- |
ball at 2,000 miles. |
The Iranian revolt has shut down'
a key CIA radar {acility near the
Sovist test center at Tyuratum. U.S,
.ground radar’ facilities in Turkey, . °
which are much farther from the test
center, and possible U-2 spy vlane
flights over Turiey may make up the
loss. o - ’

Not quite what he said -~ - -
But CIA Direetor Stansfield Turn-
er reportedly told Congress it would !
.take until 1984 to compensate for the
Iranian losses. Turner now says that
is not quite what e said but what he
did say is classified. S i
Carter has complained that the |
CIA relies too much on technical |
means (satellites and spy planes like
the U-2 and the high flying SR-11)
and should use more- “regular”
means. That means human-spiés, on
the ground. o . -
*  Because-so much. of the material
on U.S. intelligence is classified, it is
difficult for -the average person to
determine who is right: Carter, whno
says we do have adequaie means io
detect Soviet cheating, or the former
‘intelligence officials, who say the
‘Soviets will take us to the clearers. .
. However.. it does appear the U.S,
‘has the ability to detect any major-
‘cheating by the Soviets, even if offi- - ‘
cials, can’t go into Zreat detail about
it with the senators who must ap-
prove the treaty. In any event,-tne
U.S. must continue to watch- Soviet”
weapons development closely, wheth- .
er or not it ratifies SALT. The point
35 if the ireaty is not approved, we .
‘may end up needing better.verifica- i
tion. e el e

o

Joseph Volz, of The News Washington
bureau, coversthe Pentagom. =77~ ©
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, verification. ! guess Mrs. Brown would be
"2 little suspuwious if you were to come home

19 July 1979
5

By Soviets, Brown Assures Senate Panel

Bt WAL STREET JoURNaL Staff Keporter
WASHINGTON ~The U.S. will be able to
ny mlitarily threatening Soviet vio-
n ol the new Strategic Arms Limitation
aty, althoinzh minor infractions might go
undetected,  Defense Secretary  Harold
Brewn saud.

“Any cheating serious enough to affect
the military balance would be detectable in
sufficient time to take whatever action the
sttuation required,” Mr. Brown told the Sen-
ate Foreign Relations Committee.

The U.S. ability to verify Soviet comnpli-
ance with the SALT II provisions is one of
the most sensitive issues in the Senate de-
bate over the treaty. The pact must win a
two-thirds vote for ratification. The treaty
limits 10 2,230 the number of long-range nu-
ciear weapons each side can deploy through,
1985 and places various restrictions on force
improvements. .

In respunse to some Senators’ assertions
that the U.S. won't be able to spot possible
Soviet violations, Mr. Brown conceded that
“no one can pretend that our intelligence
coilection capability is perfect.”” But, he
added, the treaty is “‘adequately verifiable.
Our impressive monitoring  capability
doesn’t mean that we can be certain of de--
tecting every conceivable-treaty violation —
or every conceivable change in Soviet stra-
tegic forces—us soon as it occurs,” he said.
However, “'to go undetected, any Soviet

R TLY, -
caten o

I

cheating would have to be on so small a,
scale that it wouldn't be militarily signifi- !
cant.”” . i

Further, Mr.  Brown -said that SALT,'
agreements make it easier to monitor Soviet |
strategic forces because they ban “delib-
erate’’ interference with the photographic
satellites, giant radars and signal collection
gear the U.S. trains on Soviet strategic pro-
grams. They aiso establish a number of
rules and standards that make monitoring
easier, he s:ut. “*All of the uncertainties we
face in SALT !l would be far worse without |
an agreem--+ pecause Soviet concealment
practices .. then be unconstrained,” Mr. |
Brown tesricy, . PR |
. Some 3~naiors were bothered by the am--
biguity of «w«<uate—rather than absolute—

tonight and say you'd been adequately fajth-
ful,” Sen. Jesse Helms (R., N.C.) quipped.
Mr. Brown, quickly seizing a chance to
stress his point that verification will be eas-

ler with SALT than without it, replied: “In

that case, as in this, I suppose it would de-
pend on the alternative.”

Part of the verification controversy in-
volves a section of the treaty that allows
each side to deploy one new land-based mis-
sile but attempts to limit the conversion of
existing intercontinental ballistic missiles
into new, more powerful ones. The provision
bars changes of more than 5% in an existing
missile’s diameter, launch weight and pay-
load weight. Some Senators, such as John
Glenn (D., Ohio), say they don't believe the
U.S. can monitor changes that small, parti-
cularly after the loss of intelligence outposts
in Iran earlier this year.

Mr. Brown conceded that small violations
of the 5% limits on launch weight or payload
weight may go undetected. If there's an in-
crease in one of these factors, Mr. Brown
said, "I don't think it matters whether it’s
3% or 10%. It doesn’'t affect our security.” -

Major -violations of the rules, however,
could be detected, Mr. Brown asserted.

Mr. Brown also repeated President Car-
ter’s assertion that the U.S. would abrogate
the treaty if it discovered significant viola-
tions but he didn't list the type of infractions
he considers major. ‘It depends how serious
a violation is and how clear,” he said. But
he added that the U.S. should challenge the
Soviets “‘early and strongly’” when it sus-
pects a violation. .

Ve
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Harold Brown Seeks to Assure Senate:
on Pact \.\Veriﬁcafian! )

By CHARLES MOHR

Special to The New York Tim-s
WASHINGTON, July 18 — Secretary of
Defense Harold Brown sought to assure
the Senate today that the United States
would be able to verify adequately the
strategic arms treaty with the Soviet

" Union, but his testimony brought to light

.

? tuting such national means. -

unresolved issues and disputes.

Senator John Glenn, Democrat of Ohio;
said that with current methods of intelli-
gence gathering the United States would
“not even come close’’ to being able to as-
certain whether the Russians have vio-
lated provisions limiting modifications
that might be made in Soviet interconti-
nental nuclear missiles. . )

At a public hearing of the Foreign Rela-

tions Committee, Seuator Paul S. Sar-|

bares, Democrat of Maryland, drew
rom Secretary Browrt the statement that
the Soviet Union did not define ‘‘national
technical means” of intelligence gather-
ing as broadly as did the United States.
This, Mr. Sarbanes suggested, may make
if difficult for the United States to com-
plain about possible “violations of the
treaty’s provision that-neither side may
interfere with such national means. .

Soviet Attitude Seems Unclear .

Secretary Brown said Soviet officials
“do not accept” intelligence-gathering
systems and stations deployed in third
countries as national technical means of
the United States. His testimony did not
make clear the Soviet attitude toward in-
telligence-gathering ships and planes op-
erating on or over international waters. ..

The absence of an agreed definition of
«national technical means’ may become
an issue since the Soviet Union may not
feel constrained to interfere it it regards
facilities in.third countries as not consti-

Regarding concern that Soviet viola
tions might go undetected, Mr.. Brown
saidz*To have a good chance of remain-
ing undetected;  any Sovist cheating
would have to be on so0 sma 4 scale that

_it would not be militarily sixmticant.”” ..

‘highasopeinamillion, ;. - :
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Secretary Brown was questioned about
a report today in The New York Times
that some senators were concerned that
the treaty allowed the Russians to deploy
up to five intercontinental land-based
missiles now under development.

He answered that, in addition to one en-
tirely new missile, the treaty did.permit
changes in existing missiles within a 5
percent range of some characteristics.

Such changes would not be ‘“militarily
significant,’ he said, even if they were 10
or 15 percent of some characteristics
such as launch-weight and throw-weight.
The launch-weight is a missile’s weight
on launching; the throw-weight is the
weightitcandelivertoatarget. .- -~

- _Glenn Stresses Present Capability .. -
- The Defense Secretary said the Soviet
Union could not be certain that American

-monitoring would not be refined enough

to detect any violation of the 5 percent
provision. But Senator Glenn said the
United States should be able to verify the
treaty by systems that exist now rather
than depend on systems still under devel-
opment. . it PR
“*Today’s testimony followed a closed
‘session yesterday when Secretary Brown
discussed secret aspects of United States
monitoring capabilities. Adm. Stansfield
Turner, Director of Central Intelligence,
will testify on the same subject in closed
session next Tuesday.- " ¢ :

In answer to questions by Senator Clai-
borne Pell, Democrat of Rhode island,
Secretary Brown said that a long series of
test firings was needed to develop a new

Wt s

or significantly improved weaponr and

that the chances of any unauthorized im-
provements.going undetected *‘is not' as

' “While marginal improvements through

‘cheating are widely assumed to be possi-

ble, a more serious question is.whether

the Russians: could -*‘break out’” of the’

treaty constraints with rapidly deployed
new strategic strength.: v i O

|- Botlx Secretary Brown andDr:leham

1

I. Perry, Under Secretary of Defense for
Research and Engineering, said that;
there was little danger of the sudden ap-
ance of many new missile launchers

and that it takes several years between
the time a missile is first tested and the
time it is deployed.
Mr. ‘Brown made the point that the
treaty provisions prohibiting deliberate
conceaiment of deployment as well as in-
terference with national technical means
also made it easier in general to gather

' intelligence about the Soviet Union than
} would be the case without a treaty. ’

s’

" Approved For Release 2009/04/28 : CIA-RDP05S00620R000501270001-6




F./

| Approved‘For Release 2009/04/28 : CIA-RDP05S00620R000501270001-6 -
SR THE WASHINGTON POST

Article appeared
A-8

on page A-8

19 July 1979

Srown Defends SALT’s "New-Type “Missiles

By Robert G. LKaiser
and Waiter Pincus
Yrashington Postseiall Wrilsrs

Deiense Secretary H rold Brown
erxnowledged 3es»erdax that the
United States would have ‘‘some un-
coitainty” about Soviet compliance
with some-sections of SALT 17, includ-
in3z the provision banning more than |
one ‘new type” of missile during the
life of the treaty. .

Neavertheless, Brown said. American '
intellizence can catch the Russians if -
they ever try to cheat in a way tpat:
would szgnmeantly alter the eraLe"lc
balance. " .

Brown acknowledaed that tbe ban '
cn more than one “new type’” missile-
would not prevent the Soviets—or the:
United States—from replacing alli
their existing missiles with new ones.
He insisted, however, that these new:
missiles would have to be such close:
copies of the existing versions that!
they would not provide any signifi-|
cant military advantage. - H

Specifically, Brown said, the new
versions could not significantly ex-
ceed their predecessors in throw-
weight—tne amount of payload a
rocket can deliver—or-in the number
of nuclear warheads carried by each!
rocket. These, Brown said, were the
militarily significant measures.

At yesterday’s Senate Foreign Rela-‘
tions Committee hearing on verifica-
tion of the new treaty, Brown was;
asked about the prospects for new So-
viet missiles. by Chairman Frank
Church (D-Idaho), who referred the
secretary to a-report in yesterday's
New York Times... The article said
“some senators’” feit the treaty’con-
tained a loophole after hearing secret
testimony -from CIA Director Stans-
field Turrer that the Soviets ecnuld re-
place all their missiles wnb new mod-
els. LT A

Air Force Gen. David C. Jonex, chan'-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Sreit, testi-
fied'to the same effect in an »nen ses-
sion of the committee last wewk, Jones
said that if the Soviets chose to de-
ploy new versions, they would get no i
appreciable mmmry advantage from
doingso. [ oLy -4

Brown_ reneated thls point’ \ester-
day He asked committee members to
imagine what would .happen if he
went to the Armed Services Commit-
tee to request billions.of dollars for
“entirely new missiles™ that have the
same payloads, the same number  of-
warheads, the same yield and the
same principal djmensxons as theu'l
predecessors: -~ :. . o~ ) i

————————

ot zﬂe

“I would be accused, and quite
rightly, -of wasting the taxpayers’
money,” Brown said, adding that the .
Soviets wouid be doing just that.

Brown’s remarks illustrate the ex-:
traordinary complexity of the “new-:
type” provision. Though he said the,
permissible new versions df old rock- |
ets would have to have the same yield ;
(explosive power) and same number of |
warheads, this is not precisely true. In |
fact the treaty.permits increases in
yield provided they do not cause ai
change of more than 5 percent in th
weight of a rocket’s payload. Tha
treaty also permits reductions, but not
increases, in the total number of war-
heads a rocket carries.

The American objective for the
new-type provision was to limit Soviet
options for modernizing their missile
force. According to American intelli-
gence estimates, the Soviets have at
least four new mxssﬂes now in develo
opment.

Some critics of the treaty cnar“e
that the Soviets will be able to deploy
all of these rockets, notwithstanding
the new-type provision of SALTIL.

Administration officials acknowl-
edze that this may happen. But they
say that the new-type provision .—
which limits variations in the size,
weight and throw-weight to plus or
minus 5 percent, compared. to existing
missiles, and bans any increase in the
number of warheads — will. mean
these new missiles won't pose any
added threat to the United States.. _ -

Officials acknowledge privately that
some spokesmen Ior SALT II have
been too loose’ with-their language in
describing : the- newtype provision,.
leaving the impression that the Sovi-
ets. will pe frozen'in place by the
treaty except for. the one new-type
missile the . treaty permits. In. fact
they ‘won’t be. frozen, . just severely-
Jlimited, these officials say. - ]

Gen..Jones ‘testified that the new-
type definition allows the Soviets to
replace .a. Chevrolet 'with another
Chevrolet, but not with “a Cadﬂlac or
a Volkswaven Yoo Ie iy

At yesterday’s heannvs senatonal B

frustrations spilled out in public for .
the fust txme during these delibera- -
tions.-

John Glenn (D-Ohio) critlcized {
Chairman Church for rushing through J
!

the verification issue, saying the com-
mittee was not prepared for yester-
day’s hearing. Glenn also charged that 1
the committee hadn’t adequatel_y)!
<

probed U. S. ability to monitor Soviet -
compliance with the treaty. -

Church defended the committee's :
work, and said Glenn could have more ,
meetings on veritication if he wanted
them.

Joseph R. Biden Jr. (D-DeL) cnt1~
cized the committee’s rule limiting |
senators to 10 minutes of questioning ;
at a time. This made follow-up ques—:
tions impossible, Biden said. - . : s

Glenn said he thought the- United !

‘States would be unabie to know if the |

Soviets exceeded the 3 percent limit +
onl improvements in missile. character-
istics using existing means ‘of gath- |
ering such mtelhdence Unless sati- .
sifed on this point, he said, he would
vote against the treaty. !
Brown replied that there xmvht be

some uncertainty about some precise ;
figures, but he assured Glenn the So-

. viets could not deploy a strategically |

significant new weapon that. vxolated
the treaty without being detacted.
Without SALT II, Brown said, thet
Soviets could hide many a;pects of t
their strategic  weapons program (the !
treaty bans deliberate- -concealment).. l!
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Kennedy Plot Theory
Is Rejected by Counsel
To the Warren Panel

_ Soeciaito The New York Times

WASHINGTON, July 17 — Tre former
counsei to the Warren Commission today
rejected the conclusion of the House As-
sassinations Committee that the murder
of President Kennedy was part of a con-
spiracy.

David W. Belin, counsel to the commis-
sion in 1964, said, “The conclusion that
there was an unseen, hidden gunman is

based on incomplete and incorrect mv&s-l
tigation."

Mr. Belin, however, did not dismiss the
House committee’s allegation -that the
Warren Commission had failed to explore
all conspiracy possibilities. ““The Warren
Commission did not have information:
atout C.I.A. assassination plots against .
Castro that it should have had,” Mr.
Belin said, ‘‘and which probably would
have broadened the scope of the commis-
sion’'s investigation.’”

. Organized Crime Is Suspected-

The House committee released its re-
port today. The panel, which spent more
than 35 million on its investigation into
the assassinations of President Kennedy
and the Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King Je.,
concluded that organized crime elements
had ‘‘probably’’ cnnspired to kill Mr,
Kennedy and that two peooie had fired at
the President in Dallas on Nov. 22, 1963.

The committee concluded tkat Dr.
King's death in Memphis on April 4, 1968,
“probably’’ evolved from a conspiracy of
right-wing St. Louis businessmen. Its re-
port criticized the Justice Department
and the Federal Bureau of Investigation
for failing to explore conspu-acy possibil-

The House committee recommended
that the Justice Department reopen the
Kennedy investigation. Spokesmen for
the F.B.I. and the Justice Department
said that a decision would be made after!
a review of the committee’s report. i

Sources on the committee said that xtsu
published report did not include a long:
list of investigative leads the committee:
staff developed. These leads, the sources;
said, would be made available to the Jus-
tice Department should it reopen the in-

vestigation. -
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Counsel in Assassination Study

Brightened Panel’s Reputation

By WENDELL RAWLSJr. - ..
Special to The New York Times .
When he was appointed chief counsel
1o the strife-torn House Select Commit-
tee on Assassinations and assumed the
burden of brightening the legislative
and investigative reputation of that

panel, George Robert Blakey stood be- - -

fore a gathering of reporters and said
with a flinty grin:.

*“This press conference was called to .

announce that this is our last pr&ss con--
ference.”

He was not altoget.her ]okmg The
next news conference was not held until .
more than a year later and was virtu-
ally simultaneous with the committee’s -

first public hearings into the murders ‘4,

of President Kennedy and the Rev Dr. -
- Martin LutherKing Jr.. - : )
The last news conference was
-yesterday when the committee for-
mally released its 686-page:final ‘re-
¢ port, which said that its investigation:
of the assassinations had found. that”
- both President Kennedy and Dr. King,

; had “‘probably”’ been killed as a result-" .

' of conspiracies. The committee urged .
i the Justice Department to pursue its »
. conspiracyleads. 7 ~ 3

Panet Chaxmiannaigned R

~ Mr. Blakey joined the committee ata
time when it seemed likely that it

appeared to despair over the panel’s in-
ternal warfare. The committee was

" also accused of bemg dxsorgamzed and -
unproductive.

The committee’s chairman, Repre-
sentative Henry B. Gonzales, a Texas
Democrat, tried to dismiss the chief
counsel, Richard A. Sprague of Phila-
celphia, but the committee members:
backed the counsel against the chair-:
man. Mr. Gonzales resigned and was -
replaced by Representative:- Louis:

_ Stokes, Democrat of Ohio. .- .

Then Mr. Sprague was: replaced by
Mr. Blakey, a professor at Cornell Uni-
versity Law School. When he arrived at".
his new office he found an. mvesngatxon .
that had bewst under way for six months
but had n+ seen a single classified
document m the Federal Bureau of
Investiga:w«s_or the- Central telli- k
gence Au’"« L 8 :

itte Jobls Doscﬁbed S

Mr. Blake+s's job was to put a staff to- -
gether, plan tne investigations of twoof

" the most ceieorated murders inrthe na- -
tion’s history and present the ﬁndings
to the public. Alcn the way, there was -

T a_legisl te to judge -
formances of tne Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation, the Central Intelligence -
Agency and the Secret Service and.

make legislative recommendations, -

"‘_L'-»

RERNTE LI A

sidered for the job, Mr. Stokes said,

"and one of 13 persons interviewed for it.
Mr. Blakey came under harsh criti-

cism this week from David Belin of Des

Approved For Release 2009/04/28 :‘CIA-RDPO5SOO620R000501270001-6

A

.held e

" sion that a conspiracy probably existed
. in the Kennedy assassination **will not

" graduated with honors from the Uni- |
% .versity of Notre Dame and was second
-“inhis class at Notre Dame Law School.
- Hewas hired as part of a Justice De~

% iin 1964-returned to Notre Dame Law

L They have seven children.

" terest in becoming wealthy or famous.
: He took a pay cut to work for the assas-

Mr. Blakey wasoneofHSpeoplecon--‘;‘..;; Washmgton law hrm and re ed to

" Cornell. P

.

I

|

" Sunday Magazine, he accused Mr.

would be dissolved by Congress, which - :Blakey of “‘excessivé secrecy” in the

. priate time and in an appropriate place

~.~ Mr. Blakey was born Jan. 7, 1936 the

: professor at Cornell and ‘director of the

.+« TheNew York Times ’
GeorgeR.Blakey g

Moms; the former Warre'x Commxs-
sion counsel.’ E
In an article in The New York Times

conduct of the assassinations investiga-
tions, said that the committee’s conclu-

stand the test of history’’ and that when
“‘all the other inadequacies come to
light, the folly of the multimillion-dol-
lar supersecret mvesngatxon will be-
'comeclaartoa.u i

< Response wm Come Later

Mr Blakey said that he would re-
,spond to such criticism #‘at an appro-:

;-and atanappropriate length.””.
!son of a Burlington, N.C:, banker He

- ;' partment Honors Program in 1960 and
- School to teach. In 1973, he became a
j Carnell Institute on Organized Crime.

In 1858, - he married . the former

Elaine Meuard of Schenectady, N Y

Mr. Blakey says that he has httle in-
sinations committee at $47,500'a year,

-and when his job with'the committee
ended he declined an offer from a

EEIS LR ',\".‘.'n‘.‘..r.' .
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“ouse Assassinations Panel Hands the Ball to
Justice Department|

|
By George Lardner Jr. i
Washington Post Staff Writer i

After a $3.4 million inquiry that was
touted for its independence from the
executive branch. the House Assassi-’
nations Committee wound up i;s work
sesterday by asking the Justice Def_\
partment to pick up the loose ends.

The 2l .year congressional xnvestx-
gation into the murders of: President-
Zennedy and the Rev. Martin Luther
King Jr. concluded that both killings
were probably the result.of conspira-

cies. but the committee.was unabie to
determine the extent. of the plots or-

who, besides. the Jongmal suspects,
was involved. - ik X .
“The fmdmas of : _
its two separate’inquiries . were re-.
markably similar;””:'Chairman- Louis
Stokes (D-Ohio). observed at. a"news
conference yesterday.,“We were satis-
fied, in each case, w1t11 the determina-
tion of federal mvestxgatmns in 1964
and 1968 that Lee Harvey Oswald-and
James Earl Ray:were-the respective
assassins. We did _not" concur, .how-
ever, with the’ conclusions that Qs
wald and Ray had acted alone.”" .

The committee’s final report,- made-
public Tuesday, suggested tentatlvely
that Kennedy’s 1963 assassination may
have stemmed. from plotting by a bi-
zarre assortment of gangland figures-
and anti-Castro activists.: It also. of-
fered, in.a: footnote,sthe- “alternative ]

suggestiom : that. Oswald * may have’
been- alded ‘by. one or-two. other “left-<
um types who.'could"*have been his -
comedetates in-am earﬁerattempt on
the life 0f Gen. JEdwin’A’ Walker: ¢

The. committee=said 1t—~consxdpred
Mafia leaders. Carlos. Marcellorof Naw-
Orleans -and’ “Santoi: Trafficanta of:
Tampa" “the most’ hkely" ganuiand

leaders to have taken part in an »ati

JFK plot, but then 'said. 1L waa ’m-f
likely’” that either had done soi-: 5 & 4

In the King case, the comn_uttee Af"'
cused on the possible- involvement of’
Ray’s brothers, John: and Jerry, and
on what it “called’ “substantial evi-
dence” of a St. Louis-based conspiracy-
. featuring two segregationist business-
men who had reportedly made - a
" standing offer: of $50,000 for—King's
death. But the House panel acknow!-
edged it-could not be-definite..It-.also
sharply criticized the FBI for “investi-
gative excesses,” including the inter-
ception of James Earl Ray’s jailhouse!

‘Plaza in Dallas

mail, that might have jeopardized the .
original investigation.

In any case, the committee wrapped;
up its work by recommending that the i
Justice Department “detﬁrmme i
whether further mveatmatmn 1s war- |
ranted.”

Stokes said he recognized that some
would say “the committee should have
pursued the plots to the point-of as-.
sessing individual responsibility for |
them,” but he defended the decmon

not to do so, partly on the ground that f
this was not the proper provmce of a '

]

‘congressional committee. - < BRI

" “We were determined to respect the l
rights of subjects of our investigation | i
—including possible suspects in the |
consplracxes-—and theu‘ assoc1ates 1

Stokes declared: rod e i L
Asked how the r-omxmttee had pro-
tected the rights of Mareello, Traffi-
cante or Ray’s brothers, Stokes in-
sisted that “the committee has not, in
any way, ‘defameé ~or degraded. any-|
one” with unwarranted conclusions.
“We tried to set forth the evidence
as we found it,” he said. “We did not
have the right to come to any conciu-
sions that were unwarranted.” But he
added that “we had to- report to the
American people,”, ¢ ;. . N T
A committee mmonty dlssented
from the findings, primarily over the
acoustical ev1dence underpinning’the
conclusion -that a second - ‘gunman
fired. at, Kenned} from the. so-called
“=rassy “knoll”’ ?verlookmg Dealey'

B

Approved For Release 2009/04/28 : CIA-RDP05S00620R000501270001-6 *
‘ 19 July 1979

S
7

Approved For Release 2009/04/28 : CIA-RDP05S00620R000501270001-6



Article appeared
on page A-1,16

| Approved‘For Release 2009/04/28 : CIA-RDP05S00620R000501270001-6

THE WASHINGTON PODT
19 July 1979

JEK-King Report: The Book ( (}h@éé?i}'st

By George Lardner .Jr.
Washington Posy 3taff Writer
Zven betore the Justice Depart-
ment received a  copy, Bantam
Douxs had it all set in type.
Tre merchandising. of the final
report of the House Assassinations
Committee began in. a rush last
Friday. while the rest.of the world
was still . awaiting formal release
of the panel's findings in the mJ&J
ders of President Kennedy and the|
Rev. Martin+Luther King Jr. -
After negotiations with chief
committee counsel G.:-Robert Bla-
kev., a representative<'of the book
publishing company.was- provided
with -an ..exelusiva. advance copy
that day, to pave’ the way: for ‘an-
other instant-book: y
It -will":feature;*: zamong \other,
things, *an . exeluswe introduction™
by Blakey: for- .a. fee said to. be
somewhat less’ than $3,000.- A" Ban-
tam publicist:: proudly - displayed a
copy of the- [forthcoming. paper-
back's cover- to reporters. yesterday
2t a news conference scheduled by
House committee . members to. make.
public the government-printed ver-
sion of. the: findings. After a- few
moments; Blakey frowned and sent
word for: the sman- from _Bantami
to stop. _- ar gt
One of the central recommenda-
tions of “tha-. House commlttee
which wound,‘mp lts $54- .million
inguiry- vvxtlzr\ar;serxese of 1ffy find-
ings aboutr a.,g crl;md plot tor kill
hennedy and a ramst bounty to’

kill "King," was.: that the;' -.Iusmce-
Department/ review::itgl wor}: :md«,
continue- the: mvesﬁgatlon'

- As. Blakey, . who' S0 far h iﬁ:
sisted--on- nob.bemg,.quoted by’ Te]
porters -about-the-report: puts._jt.|
in his work.for’ Bantam:: .-~ “"'%

“It is-up:toi | the: vovernmenk—-the

executive: branch specifically that; de-
part.ment called ‘Justice.’ The cnmmit-
tee has provxded a road map that lndl-
cates the points’ of departure for sul:k
sequent investigation that need’ not be:
limiteg: to congressional mvesbgauons“
are—New Orleans, in the case of; -the-
hennedy‘assassmation- St. Louis, “inj
the case of: the Kma _assassination.
The aovemment ‘”ttr hve ‘up--to- the-
meaning of’ ‘Jusnce,_ can do no less]
tnan to pursue the course the comxmt-*
ee has charted”” -0 G
The Justice. : Department .remams

and ﬁmshmg '“uesday mght ‘with a.
ST AL 2,

‘tee’s report. It was made' pubhc Tues-
-day -— mstead of yester&ay as- origis

.Chairman Louis Stokes (D-Ohio)- con-{ -

noncommittal, ‘at least: partly because

it has vet to receive a copy of the;

report Department spokesman Rob-
rt Havel said a check yesterday after.

noon showed it had yet to arrive.

Bantam’s 736-page- edition, mean. |
while, had been set in type in Vash-;
wlle and was, at that moment, on the|
way to printers in Chicago; éccord-'
ing to- associate pubhmty anaaer.
Terry. Bromberg. Priced at. 33.95—in
contrast” to. the Government Printing
Office price of $6.50—it should be on
newsstands in selected: cmes such as
W ashmf’ton by \Ionday, 1{. not sooner
he said. RS -

Besides - the specxaI : introduenon
by Blakey, it. will. feature a: 2,500-
‘word foreword by Tom chker .asso-
ciate editor of The New York ‘Times,
Wicker did. not. cover the- Assassma-
tions Committee’s. heanngs :nor. did
he get 2 copy of the final report untit
Tuesday afternoon, with' the Test of
the press. Bantams early copy went
straight to Nashville" over: the week-
end, with no time-to make a copy of 1‘«:
for Wicker.

Even so, Bro'nber" reported
Wicker, who was present. at the JFK
assassination, spent the weekend fruit.
fully, “starting with.a personalized ae-
count from -Nov. 22, 1963 forward”

hurried reading of the House commit-]

na.uy seheduled——because«'rhe Tlmesz
pubhsbed a- 'Jrelizmnary- account' of
the comnnttee s work' Tuesday morn-
lnd 2l ‘! -~ R, 3 T

At yesterday’s news conference for
the now defunct Houge- committee;

firmed that he had authorized early
release . of -a - z copy - for- commercial
printing, but - sku'ted a questlon about
the propriety’ of that actlon.

Blakey refused to comment when '
asked if he had been'paid for writing
the introducdon. ‘

Bantam spokesmen later said he
had been given “an honorarium of un-
der 33,000.” Concluded Bromberg: “So

he’s not making otf lxke a bandit by
any means.” ., . :

At another point in the news confer~

ence, Blakey was asked whether hei

thought organized crime was responsi-

ble for John Kennedy’s death. e
“I have no pubhc vxews to state—
Blakey replied. L |
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F'BI Asked to Probe Leak on
Listening Post in Norway

]

By Charles R. Babcock i

Wasainzton Post Stail Water
T.:e FBI has been asked to begin an

:nvastization of what the U.S. iatelli-:

fence community considers a very’

damazing leak about the use of a Ls—«
tening post in Norway to help *»enfy‘
Soviet compliance with the SALT II
tireaty.

Administration sources said }ester-
day that Stansfield Turner, director of;
ibe CI[A, made the request to Attor-|

ney Genperal Griffin B. Bell on June:
23. That same day a New York Times'
articie disclosed that the site in Nor-
vay was being considered as a way to i
replace listening posts irr Iran and U2
flights over Turkey as a ven.fxcauon.
rool. |

The-leak about the Norway site was
the latest in a series of disclosures!
during the escalating debate on the!

strategic arms limitations treaty. - {

The latest disclosure of classu’xed'
information is' considered especiaily
damaging,” intelligence - sources . said,
because so few persons had access to!

“it and it led to a barrage of Soviet;

criticism toward Norway, which couldt
endanzer the future of the facilities
and their expansion. - - g

The leak to Times reporter Richard.|
Burt was also embarrassing because it
came just a few months after Vice!
President Mondale had old )jo'nve-g
zian officials during a state 'visit to !
O;xo that the secret wouId be pro—*
tected, one source’ sa.uL &L T

*The “mtemgenca boses_ were
screaming, hopping mad,” one otﬁcxal‘
<aid. of the disclosure..“No wonder
other governments - ask': ‘whether we\
can protect. information about: t.lw.ru.-4
cooperation with us.! . 7 .

Despite the. ln,h level outrage at
the leak, other officials said it wasn't
likely that the leaker would ever bej
prosecured even if discovered. “The{
agencies never want to declassify the|
relevant documents for use at trizl,"i
one expert in the field said. .

The grounds for  investigation|
would be possible violatiofr-of the espi-
onaZe statute barring unauthonzedl
disclosure of classified communica-
tions intelligence,

The first step in an }?BI. investiga-!
tion of a national. security leak nor-
mally- is to ‘send the complaining
we"cy a letter asking for answers t0 .

wnat are known as “the 11 questions.” |
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These include a verification that the;
disclosed material was properly <:lasn-t
‘fied, a statement of how many personss
had -access to it and whether  the

agency is willing to make thcmaterxalj

public at a trial.

A Senate study of such mvestlga-l
tions last year showed that only three |
of 30 recent leak cases were ever re-;
ferred to Justice and that none of!
those was pursued after the:.1l ques-;
tions were answered.

One intelligence official said that
in recent months, the number of re-:
quests for criminal investizations has,
increased. Lately, the key question of
whether the agency is willing-to de-
classify the documents needed for
prosecution has not heen stressed. !

Oae official acknowledged that the|

secution as much as.deterrence. . -

:goal: of such investigations isn’t- ‘pro- /

It is- just'that knowledge that Has |
made the Justice Department and FBI |
reluctant to get invoived in. these !
cases, “The intelligence agencies- just |
want us to do their dirty work for |
them,” one Justice official said. )

Another Justice official expressed
concern that the continuing debate on -
the SALT treaty will lead to more
leaks of classified information. -This is.
because one of the most contentious
issues in the debate, verification of

‘Soviet compliance, centers on some ot |

the nation’s most tightly guarded se-
crets, satellites and -U.S. electronic in--
tercept stations i in othez countnes he-j
said. ¥ T ” -

In April; Times. reporte:__B_urt wrote
an article “about’. platxs to: use ©2
flights from bases in' Turkey as part
of the verification process. That clxssi
fied disclosure-led. to: a political cop-
troversy in Turkey’ that has threat-
ened that plan. - AT N R

And Sen. Jake- Garm: rRUtah} -
member of-the Senate Intelligence
Committee, complained publicly that
the administration was leaking such
mformanon to defend its pro-SAL’I‘
positiom. - Sl NS ek

One intelligence official said vester-
day that the disclosure about Turkey
worried the’ Norwegians and Ied-.to
Mondale’s personal assurances- -in
April that the- same tbmv-wouldnt
happen to them... =7 ¢ <2

“You can imagine -how nenous our
allies in the intelligence- business arc
getting,” the official said.
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U.S. Satellite Sites in Iran
Buzzing — With Rumors

By Raji Samghabdadi

Time-Life News Service

BEHSHAHR, Iran —On a hill a few!
miles off this Caspian Sea resort is a
beautiful mansion that served as a
love nest for Qajar princes in the
1Gth century.

The beige building, constructed in
a delicate- Persa-Islamic style, is
fenced off and ctosely guarded by
Iranian air force troops. Behind it, !
in u dense, plush forest, sits one of |
the Western electronic intelligence .
sites established in Iran to monitor !
Soviet military movements and mes- :
sages during the former shah’s rule.

|
" Contrary to published reports, |
there are four such sites — one Brit-
ish and three American. The Ameri- ’
can sites are here in Behshahr, in
Moghan, East Azarbaijan, and in |
Kabkan, 30 miles from the Soviet
border town of Ashqabad. None is
now functioning, sources say.

The British site-is in Babolsar, on
the Caspian Sea.

The four units were being used to
Intercept Soviet military messages
and trace Soviet troop movements.
The sites fell into Iranian hands
after the collapse of the former re-
gime last February. -

“We got very little of the stuff,” |
said a former agent of the Iranian se-
cret police, SAVAK. “They taped it
all and shipped it home for process- -
113 via a secret air route:” .

‘An Eerie Half-Egg® " =

An urban guerrilla who partici-
Dpated in the occupation of the Kab--
kan site, said recently, “All we could
se& was an eerie, white, huge half-
egg nestling on the ground.”

The half-egg is the site's radum, or
“bubble radar,” a fiberglass struc-
ture that serves both as the roof of i
the unit’s headquarters and as a
“one-way radar.”

A Western expert who used to!
work at a similar site in Vietnam |
notes, "It intercepts electronic mes-
sages in its range, but gives off no.
rays itself. It is immune from detec-:
tion by electronic surveiliance de-
vices.”

The loss of the sites was billed asa:
Tia;jor setback for American capabil-

i

ity to monitor’ Soviet compliance |
with the terms of the Strategic Arms ?
Limitation Treaty. . .
Western correspondents reported
from the Kabkan site that they could
hear “whirring and buzzing” inside,

touching off specunlation that the-.

units were still functioning, and Ira-
nians, given to a propensity to be- '
lieve in conspiracies, kept accusing .
the U.S. of still running the stations
by remote control. But, sources 1n. !
sist, they were all wrong.

The whirring and buzzing came
from fans left turning to keep the
place cool. i
Iran Feared Booby-Traps '

For three months, Iranian offi- |
cials did not open the units, fearing
they might be booby-trapped. Some’
revolutionaries bent on “destroying |
imperialism” proposed that the
structures be demolished. i

Finally, Iranian air force units |
opened the stations and ran into noi
major surprises. According to a sen-!
ior civil servant, “Most highly classi.
fied instruments have either been
taken away or gutted.” i

The fate of the electronic espio- |
nage bases will be decided, he said, -
when the treaties under which they
were built come up for review.

He explained that the government '
is systematically reexamining all
contracts and treaties, especially
military ones, signed between the
former shah and “his foreign allies.” !

“However,”he noted, “on princi- |
ple, we are opposed. to the use of our .
territory by one power against
another.”

The official said government
teams had unearthed documents
proving that the British had shown
“an inordinate desire” to sell their
site to Iran toward the end of the
shah’s rule. ’ .

‘A Technological Museum’

“The British site is compsed of an-
cient instruments, modified succes-
sively into monstrosities resembling
no factory product in the world,”
quipped a Western expert.

The British, he pointed out, used
to watch the Soviet Caspian Sea fleet
and naval installations. "Their in-

struments apparently worked. But.
. . .they looked like pieces in a tech-
nological museum,” the expert
added.

Sources.reveal that the British
and Americans were supposed to
operate.- independently of one:
another other according to their
treaty obligations. “But they consist-:
ently cheated, and the shah took it]
with good grace.”

“They did not even have the
courtesy to give us part of the cream :
they skimmed off Soviet secrat mes-
sages,” said an:insider of the dis-:
banded intelligence community. |
“They used to tell us not to feel shy:
and ask for whatever specific infor-
mation we wanted. Of course, by
doing so, we invariably ended up let-
ting them in on our own clues.”

He also claimed that the British:
used their facility to spy on Iran.
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HUMAN EVENTS
14 July 1979

N

Longuer

“While Americans were jovfully cel-
ebrating their independcence last week,
a serious new threat to their libertics
was developing at their very own door-
step: a Cubanized Central America.
Thanks to Jimmy Carter’s enfecbled
foreign policy, Fidel Castro, whom
the Administration used to insist was
something of a benign tumor in the
Hemisphere, has been making signif-
icart inroads into virtually every
nation between Mexico and Colombia.
Those advances, furthermore, have

now been confirmed by a May 2 Cen-

tral Intelligence Agency report, a copy
of which has been obtained by HUMAN
EVENTS. ) '

And if Central America, with its
strategic Panama Canal, falls to
the revolutionary Icft, can Mexico
and Yenezucla, with their strategic
oil supplies, be far behind?

A quick look at Ccmral Am.erica | dinistas or FSLN, which, even the State
shows the following: Nicaragua is on

the brink of a takeover by the Sandi- . (i acfounded in Havana in September -

. 1962 by a group of leftist cxtremists

nistas, which are Cuban-spawned,
trained and supplied. El Salvador is
under mounting terrorist attacks, also
fostered by the Cubans. Guatemala is
now threatened by Cuba as well. Pan-
ama’s rulers, of course, are working
hand-in-glove with Castro, especially
in the effort to topple Nicaragua’s Pres-
ident Somoza.

Thz Administration, from the Pres- -

ident on down, has aimed a few, low-
keyed barbs at Castro, but its rhetoric,
soft as it is, is still louder than its actions.
There is some real concern, however,
even in the most dovish quarters. Rob-
ert Pastor, the National Security Coun-
cil’s expert on Latin America, has sent
a sccret memorandum to the White
House about Castro’s rising influence
and the deep fears of non-Communist
lcaders in the Caribbean area.

Secret (14 [emo Discloses Plot

t
'

In a June 18 report preparcd for the
President, Pastor relayed information
given him by Henry Fordg, the foreign
minister of Barbados, an island nation
in the Caribbean. The secrct report was
first broken by the Chicago Tribune’s

~John McClean. According to the Pas-
tor.memo, the “‘Cubans are all over the
place in the Caribbean,” and what
especially worries Forde and such men
as Prime Minister Bric Williams of
Trinidad and Tobago and Premicr Lce
NMoore of St. Kiits and Nevis is the
wotal lack of an American respense.

The May 2 CIA memo confirms that
the Cubans are everywhere, but it also
shows they are concentrating their fire
on Nicaragua’s President Somoza, be-

~ lieving him to be the linchpin that keeps

Central America from falling into Com-
munist hands. The memo also shows
that the key vehicle Castro is using to
try to knock off Somoza is the San-

Department acknowledged in 1977,

who had been active for some years in
revolutionary causes in Nicaragua. Car-
los Fonseca Amador, perhaps their
most significant leader, was a pro-
ponent of Marxist-Leninist theory.”’
According to the CIA memo, the
Castro government believes that
prospects for revolutionary upheaval
in Central America have ‘‘markedly
improved’’ because of the weakened
position of Somoza and ‘‘the ripple ef-
fect his removal would have on other
countries in Central America.”’ As a
result of this belief, Cuba has intensi-
fied its efforts to ‘‘unify insurgent
groups not only in Nicaragua—where
Cuba has concentrated its efforts—but
in' Guatemala and El Salvador as well.”

eniral A2

9 -.
astre’s Plans 1o

Not only has Cuba “‘stepped up its
on-island training of guerrillas from
each of these countries,”” but, for the
first time in several years, has begun to
aciively supply arms to the Sandinistas.
It has also been successful in persuad- |

i
ing leftist movements and parties in the’
Central American region to ‘‘increase
their assistance to the FSLN’' and to:
funnel Cuban aid to the Sandinista:
forces as well,

A reader could reasonably infer
from the memo that, without Cuba’s
“critical assistance, the FSLN threat to
Nicaragua would be dramatically
diminished. Indeed, it was Castro who
managed to fuse the various FSLN
factions into a relatively cohesive, anti-
Scmoza unit. In carly March, lcaders
of the three major ESLN factions trav-
eled to Cuba to meet with Fide!.

“The Cuban leader,”’ notes the
memo, ‘‘is said to have spent nearly 48
hours over a four-day period helping to
hammer out a basis for cooperation.
As a result of the meeting, a unified
FSLN directorate was established,
containing three members from cach
faction. In return, Castro reportedly
promised that Cuka would increase its
assistance in the form of money. arms
and ammunition.”’

In addition; Castro ‘‘reportedly
urged them to play down the Marx-
ist nature of their programs. ..and
to offer to join with non-Marxists
in forging a broad coalition. FSLN
leaders have taken steps to comply
with his request.”’

Key passages from 'he memo suggest

. just how deeply Cuba is involved; they

CONTINUER
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also show that Castro’s major ally in the under-

mining of Somoza is Panama. Here arec some of
the memo’s most important excerpts:

* “‘Since late September, our information indi-
cates that Cuba has on at least two and probably
three occasions supplied arms to the FSLN. On
cach occasion, Havana has limited its own direct
involvement by relying on the Panamanian govern-
ment to transport the arms. Reporting from several
sources indicates that in late September Cuba shipped
cight crates of arms—including 50-caliber machine
guns designed to scrve as an anti-aircraft weapon—
to Panama via a Panarnanian air force plane for

later transshipment to FSLN forces in Costa Rica.”’ ;

* “In early November Cuba made its second :
delivery of arms destined for the FSLN. According

to a reliable source, during the week of 5-11 No-
vember three Panamanian air force planes returned
to Panama from Cuba carrying crates that con-

tained AK-47 rifles, 50-caliber machine guns, and -
hand-held mortars. By the end of the month, the

Panamanians had flown these arms to Liberia,

Costa Rica, where they were given to the FSLN," ..

s “‘Circumstancial cvidence indicates that the
Cubans were involved in the recent activation of !
the Panamanian-Costa Rican resupply route to |
the FSLN. Members of the FSLN ‘General Staff*
reportedly stated at a meeting on 13 April that
their inventory included an undisclosed number of ‘
anti-tank rockets of Soviet and French manufac-
ture that Cuba had provided via Panama.”

* “Training in Cuba of FSLN guerrillas—which
has continued at low levels for years—has appar- |
ently been on the upswing, especially since Jan- |
uary. Early that month a Panamanian emissary _!
reached an agreement with Tidel Castro to send to |
Cuba FSLN cxiles. ... On 10 March, a subordinate
of Noricga's [head of Panamanian intelligence]
said that Panama is serving as a bridge to transport
FSLN personnel to Cuba where they undergo train- |
ing before returning to Nicaragua.”” “

N ]
e ‘“‘Evidence on the total number of FSLN gucr- ‘
rillas who have received (-aining in Cuba is spotty.
Mcmbers of the FSLN “tieneral Staff’ reportedly
said on 13 April that Cuba has trained 380 of the
I'SL.N combatants curreatly in the ficld. In carly .
April, an official of the FSLN Terciario faction :
reportedly said that haif of his faction’s regular !
combatants have received training in Cuba.”

s ‘*A major element in Cuba’s approach to the I‘
Nicaraguan situation has been its effort to encour-
age leftist groups in neighboring Central American \
countries to aid the FSLN. Havana especially
wants regional Communist partics to give support
to the Sandinistas, Toward that end the Cubars in
early February promoted a mecting in San Jose,
Costa Rica, that was attended by the Communist

parties from the Central American countries as
weli as from Mexico and Panama. Cuban delcgates |
used the occasion to urgc their counterparts to '

bolster their assistance to the FSLM by creating

safehavens in their countrics, providing facilities
for military training, and supplying arms and |

other equipment. Plans were also discussed for a
follow-up meeting later this spring probably in
Havana that would prepare a strategy for assisting

revolutionary activity throughout Central America."’ .

But Fidel has his eye focuscd on other arcas as
well. So far as Guatemala is concerned, says the
CIA memo, the ‘“main thrust of Cuban policy at
this point—as it has been for several years—is to
encourage the various insurgent groups to join
together in a common e¢ffort to undermine the
government.’’

Havana’s closest links *‘are to the Guerrilla
Army of the Poor (EGP), and the Cubans have
used it as a hub to broaden their ties with other in-
surgent groups. According to a reliable Guaternalan
source, on 12 January a Cuban official met in
Guatemala with leaders of the EGP, the Rebel
Armed Forces (FAR), and the dissident wing of
the Guatemalan Communist party (PGT) to urge
these three action-oriented groups to unify.

*“The Cuban officjal counseled them to coor-

dinate plans of actions, to integrate training of :

their respective members, and to make a greater
effort to infiltrate labor movements.- ..

In late January, a follow-up meeting was held at

.which two Cuban advisers offered to furnish
- training in Cuba for “'PGT dissidents’’ and “FAR

members.”” For some time, the Cubans have trained
EGP guerrillas in Cuba, but are apparently branch-
ingout. = "7 7

There is also evidence to suggest that the Cubans
may be willing to take a more direct role in coun-
seling Guatemalan insurgents. A reliable intelligence

source says that *‘in late February, representatives

of the EGP offered the scrvices of three Cuban ‘ex-
perts’ to work in Guatemala with the FAR and PGT
dissidents to ‘coordinate’ the assassinations of
several government security officials. . . . The Cubans
have also worked hard to encourage the orthodox
faction of the Guatemalan Communist party
(PGT) to lend its support to local insurgent groups.”’

Cuban actions on behalf of insurgents from El
Salvador have also been on the upswing. An un-
tested CIA source reports, for instance, that in

February *‘about 50 members of the military army - |

of the Popular Liberation Forces (FPL)—the
group with which Cuba has maintained the closest
ties—were in Cuba receiving four months of mil-
itary and ideological training. The source said that
upon returning to El Salvador these guerrillas
were slated to serve as leaders for a force of 2,000
newly trained Salvadorans representing the ‘Pop-
ular Militia’ of the FPL-dominated Popular Rev-
olutionary Bloc. . .. RSP IVA

3
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“*Cuba has also had links with at least one of the |
two smaller Salvadoran terrorist groups, the Armed
Forces of the National Resistance (FARN). Eduardo
Sancho Castaneda—reportcdly the FARN’s leading *
strategist—has apparently been his organization’s
chief conduit to the Cubans. He has maintained
regular contact with Cuban officials in Costa Rica
and Mexico and has cccasionally travelled to Cuba.
For some time the Cubans have also been pushing
for greater cooperation between the El Salvadoran

“Communist party and the various insurgent
groups.” :

In other words, Castro is on the march, and the
question, as always, remains:. what does Jimmy
Carter propose to do about it other than talk or |
temporarily join hands with thc Communists to =
call for the removal of rightist Latin leaders?
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Is Tied to CIA

By Marjorie Hyver i
"Was.inzton Post Staff Writsr :

YWilliam Cameron Townsend, the 0¢y
togenarian founder of the Summer Ia-
stitute of Linguistics (SIL) has cate-|
gorically denied charges that this;
staif has acted as American spies.

“My institute has no relation swith!
the CIA." Townsend declared. "If any|
member cooperated withe tt_xe— Cla hej
would be dismissed.” ¥~ * :

Townsend made :the statements |
both in an interview here-and in a let-
ter addressed to Mexican Presment‘(
Jose Lopez Portillo, which. he presen-|
ted to the Mexican Embassy in W a.fh-:
iazton. The letter denied that the in-i
stitute was an agent of the CIA. |

Townsend. who said he” was re-)
ceived cordially by the Mexican am-!
bassador here—“He’s a great friend”|
—blamed the troubles of his institute
on Communists and on the World
Council of Churches. ;

“The World Council of Churches fi-
nanced two meetings of anthropolo-:
2ists and they (the anthropologists re-:
commended that the governments getj
rid of us,” he said. | ;

‘In WCC-sponsored consultations on |
missions. held in the Caribbean sev-|
eral vears ago. anthropologists were
sharply critical of the kinds- of mis-
sionary activity that destroyed indige-
nous cultures in the process of con-
vert-making.) -, ¢ i.77 L
. Bud Hancock, director of the insti-|

'

tute’s government liaison office here, |
described his organization as a “scian:-
tific,.. - educational - organization"”
formed “to provide educational mate-
rials of a high moral'order” in. the lan-
guage of peoples in.remote parts. of
the earth. R e
“In no way do we proseiytize,” Han.
cock said. “We do believe the Scrip-
tures themselves provide a philosophy.
of life that motivates people to change;
their way of life.” WIS Ny (L
Currently the SIL is- operating.fr
more than 30 countries on the basis of
contracts negotiated with:- each coun-.
try. - - T e e
In addition, the-.organization -oper
ates four graduate level training pro-
grams in linguistics, Townsend said, |

at ‘the Tniversities of Texas,’ N'orth!
Dakota.” Washington and Oklahoma.:‘
In addition to training SIL staff mem-
bers for their work with remote peo-|
level courses are open to :he general |
public. -, T
In the field. Townsend explained, |
“Our job for each tribe is to analyzed
their. language and their grammar,
collect words -for a dictionary. Then
we translate the New .Testament. or
parts of it, for them—and oh, what a
difference it makes.” -

Both Townsend and Hancock insist
that it is the Scriptures themselves
and not the missionaries that effact
conversions. According to Townsend,
the Indian forsakes “drunkenness,
witcheraft and manslaughter because |
he reads in his own language at uutj

the love of God.” c .

SIL currently has some 4.000 staff
members deployed around the world,
Townsend said. About half that num- |
ber are linguists; the other half are
teachers, printers, mechanics, pilots
and other support personnel. Co

It has a budgzet of $23 million. “But |
we're a faith mission,. which. means|
tirat every-worker has to raise his own |
support” from interested congrega-
tions in this country, Townsend said.” *

While disavowing cooperation with
ClAas a matter-of--policy; Townsend-
acknowledged that “there was a time
when the-CIA would come to Okla-
homa (to the summer program at the
university) and try to get people - to.
answer questions.” ..-* . .- 1ur 2

Denies Language Instituie

WILLTAM CAMERON TOWNSEND/|
.. . writes to Mexican president . -
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Australian Opposition

Zo dupport U.3. Base

By Peter Costlgan T
3pacial to The Washingion Poss

CANBERRA, Austrana, July 19—.
Australia’s opposition Labor Party to-
day reversed itself and agreed to sup-
port continued- operation .of" a remote
American military’ base where more
than 1,000 U.S..technicians work.

The party’s decisionrto join the rul-
Ing Conservative Party in.-backing the
base’s presence here came after oppo-
sition leader. BilL Hayden disclosed
that the base hai no.missile. systems
but is instead a--monitoring station
that is expeeted: to.be an important
part of the network for verifying So-
viet compliance w1th the SALT II
agreement, ‘

Hayden overcame opposmon to the
hase from extreme lertists in his party
by arguing that adoption of their posi-
tion, which could.have meant the clo-
sure of the base if Labor returns to
power here, might hinder _prospects
for passage oi thewaALT' treaty in
Washington. - .. ="

“The hawks+-in the: -\mencan Con-
gress will latch on to a decision to ter-
minate these base arrangements as
further grist.to the mill of opposition
to the SALT II agreement,” he told
the party’s blenmal conference in .
Adelaide, - |

The Labor Party‘s decision mesans !
that the base, located on more than . ;
one hundred square-acres at Pine Gap
in central Australia, will remain open
regardless of changes ot govemment :
here. s

Hayden, 4T won- the support of the |

.party by a voter of 25-20. The. victory, ;
at Hayden’s first.conference-as party
leader, helped solidify. his position as
head of the socialist-oriented party. .

Leftists in the party have been cam--
paigning to-have the base closed since
it was built 10 years ago under the su-
perv‘m-m ot the .LiS: Central Intelli-

ence Agency-.The. base -has-been de-
su‘xbed as an - A.ustrahan Amerlcan

,(w‘i» -

" space researcb facxhty but its exact :

purpose: had not been publicly - re-
vealed until today. -

- The current govemment of Austra‘
lia, headed by Prime Minister Mal- -
colm Fraser, has been a warm and
willing host to Pine- Gap and other
American bases.. The Eraser govern-

" ment has another 18 months in power

before it must call another election.
. In. his -speech today, Hayden said,
“Pine Gap is.not: part of any missile.
system.. But its purposes are related. to
the SALT II verification processes.

“It i3 very important_that we bear
in. mind what is-the- situation with

-SALT II, which is yet.to be ratified by

the U.S. Congress.” -
He said it would be a.“pamful para-
dox” if the Labor Party, “with its con-
cern about international tension and
conflict,” took steps that could “sub-
vert” the arms control agreement
© “1f we were to adopt a hard line
and make it obvious that the Ameri-
can bases were imperiled with the ad:-
vent of a Labor ‘government. we
would be playing into the hands of
the hawks in the American Congress,”
he added. “It is as simple as that.”

WA, e B S e
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COUNTERCQOUP: The Struggle for the
Control of lran

Kermit = Roosevelt. McGraw-Hill, -
512.50 ISBN 0-67-0333%0-6 ¢ :
Back in 1933. convinced that Iran’s
Prime Minister Dr. Mohammed Mossa- !
degh would bring his country into the .
Soviet orbit, Kermit Roosevelt, then in !
charge of Middie East operations for
the CIA. coordinated and successfully
carmied out a coup that deposed Mossa-
degh and restored the Shah to power.
This fast-paced account reveals the
plan developed by Secretary of State
John Foster Dulles and his brother Al- |
len, head of the CIA. Roosevelt dis-
closes how the coup was nearly
wrecked at its inception, names which
Iranian military and government offi-
cials cooperated with the CIA, and dis-
cusses Britain's involvement. He tells
how the Shah rewarded Roosevelt, and
how old. ailing, sleepy Winston
Churchill expressed his own apprecia-
tion. Theodore Roosevelt’'s grandson
recalls the tension, and even the con-
versations, of a turbulent political
event. First serial to the Washington
Post; Macmillan Book Club selection. |
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" showed up at your standard middle-of-

~asked: “Are you out yet?”

* wasn't speculating, saying he was glad
- to be-chief justice and not a Cabinet]

¥

berg gave for themselves at their Fox-
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Ins, Outs |

At Belgian

Ffarewell

. By Elisabeth Bumiller
"Poor Brock Adams. He innocently

the-week embassy reception last night;
only to be surrounded by people who

But no,”Jimmy Carter had not ac-
cepted the secretary of Transporta-:
tion’s resignation, offered en masse
with 33 others from Cabinet members
and top-level White House aides Tues-
day.

The resignation fracas hadn’t. af-
fected Adams, who with his wife Betty
adopted a more or less high-on-life ap-
proach to the recent brouhaha .“I'm
not worried in the least,” insisted Ad-
ams, “I like my life.” Said Betty Ad-
ams: “Never a dull moment.”

. Who is in and who might be out was|’
without doubt the No. 1 conversation

jtem at a goodbye party the Beigian
Ambassador and Mrs. Van Cauwen-

hall Road home. As a portion of some
500 invited guests hunched two and
three deep over the bar and a liver
pate shaped-into an airplane, specula-
tion was rampant on what the presi-
dent might spring next.

But Chief Justice Warren Burver

member. “I'm not going to be out,” he
chuckled, adding that he plans to stay|
“around for a while” because l;us of-
fice is being redecorated. = ..

CILA Director Stansfield Tumer was

- catching it,” said the-date,-John Gru-

one” of those -wno was speculating
even though De claimed (0 Xnow no

“ing. *No domestic spyind4 going on,’

Tie explained. - - PSRN
X5 for other- conversstiom beyond.
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the we-re-going-to-miss-the-ambassador
sort.,, a <ood many guests mar
veled at the Van Cauwenbergs’ eie-
gant home, modeted after the Hotel
de Charolais in Paris and smelling of .
the flowers that were just aboui every-
where,

“I'm impressed,” said Louis Balla,”
an 13-vear-old who normally might
have been at a2 movie with a bunch of
his friends. The reason for his pres-
ence at a party filled with people old
enouzih to have been his mother—or
grandmother? “Escort service,” he
said, explaining that his dad was out
of town, and his morp needed a date.

Speaking of dates, socialite ‘Allison !
LaLand had a hard time finding hers. ;
The problem was the bus shuttle, a

service the Belgxan ambassdador an&
his wife had for guests forced to park!
their cars down the:road near Mt.!
Vernon College. “I had a hard time

"ber of Price, Waterhouse, who couldn’t
remember taking a bus to. a party in his
whole life.

As for the retxrmd Belvxan ambassa-
dor. in whose- honor the party was
given: After five years on the job in
Washington, soon he’ll-be. back in-Ant-
Antwerp domg, he said, as 1ittle as
possible.” .

Incidentally, - laat mcht was - also
the ambassador’s 65th birthday. He
hates the thought of it. ~

“A birthday means you're a year
older—right? he said. “What’s there|
to celebrate about?” .. . .. - |

s
s
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EXCERPT:

Yance, Brown -
And Brzezinski
Allto Stay - --

By Jeremiah O'Leary .- -!

Washington Star Staff Writer- 3= .

President Carter is expected to de~
cide within the next few days which>.
of the resignations to accept. from-

his Cabinet and senior staff. -~ =

Carter’s entire Cabinet vesterday
offered him their resignations in a
gesture tntended to give Carter a_°
free hand to reorganize the top level’

- of government. Within a few bours.,
the president’'s 18 senior Wmte b
House staif assistants also offered :o
resign. vl

White House press secretary Jod‘r.A
Powell, after announcing that the
resignations had been offered; said: f
Carter will carefully and expedi-Z]
tiously review the. performaﬂeé‘-%
record of each of his 33 key lieutens |
ants and decide wmch resxgnatxons k
to accept. et

The highest administration ..
sources later went out of their'way
to pass the word that Carter’s na--
tional security team — Secretary of .
State Cyrus Vance, Defense Secre-
tary Harold Brown and National Se-
curity Adviser Zbigniew Brzezinski !
— will remain intact. CIA Director ;
Stansfield Turner was not part of the
.mass resignation offer. B

R .,A.A
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ESSAY

Tricks
Of
The Trade

By William Safire

WASHINGTON, July 18 — In a

. flurry of speeches and background

. massages of newsmen, Jimmy Carter
. accused the American people of being

self-indulgent, materialistic and mor-
ally dispirited. This from the man who
promised to piovide ‘*a government as

 good as the people.”

In this first week of hi¢ campaigning
for renomination in 1980, he came
down from the mountain with a hatful

- oftricks:

1. The following-leadership trick:
With his support ercding, he reached
back for his 1976 campaign gimmick:

make a show of *‘listening to the peo-
ple.” Thxs costs nothxng and shows re-
spect.

The pomt of the Iong bmldup was
that he was a good listener, which is to
say he would do what most people
wanted. He then came before us to say

“I will lead.’” But that is the opposite’

of leadership: that’s followership. The
trick is tocall it leadership.. -

2. The can’t-lick-’em,-join-’em
trick: He apologized for his 30 months
of failure (*’mixed success’”) and of-
fered this alibi: that he had been too
busy ‘‘managing the Government’’ to
lead the people. But if you weuld leada
nation, you must show some talent at

ging it: most Americans have

.- that,

criticism, too: With much fanfire, he

-~
T
¥ P
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mana ‘
concluded that he has not been good at

Mr: Carter will even join in that

bas elicited the mass resignations of - 1

his Administration. And in froat of a

gaping Cabinet, he has finally ziven a-

tongue-lashing to Ambassavor An-
drew Young. Thus, he shifts the blame

| for his own mismanagement to his

aides, with whom he was supposedly

so busy managing the Government in-.
(Neither Stansfield .

stead of Teading.

" Tumner of the C.I.A. nor William Miller
of the Federal Reserve, his most dis~

appointing appointments, were in- -
clugé in "tEe Tuesday Morning Mas- -

sacre.”) As one wag puts it: “They’re
serving Kool-Aid in the White House
Mess."” :

3. The switch-the-target trick: With
pollster Pat Caddell holding the
weathervane aloft at Camp David, the
President diagnosed a “‘crisis of the
spirit” and did for the French word
“malaise’” what Hem'y Kissinger did
for “*détente.”

But the **crisis” is not of the nation’s
spirit, it is of the Carter Administra-
tion’s eptitude. The American people
have not lost confidence in them-
selves; they have lost confidence in
Mr. Carter. The way he turned that
around was neat.

4.The satisfyirg non-sacrifice trick:
People like to be called on to make sac-
rifices in general, which is ennobling,
but when the sacrifice is specified, it
becomes unfair. The President could
have stimulated U.S. oil production by
removing the price controls that subsi-
dize waste, or—if the ‘*crisis” is as se-
vere-as he says it is — could have cut
demand by rationing. -

But that would have meant specxfxc
sacrifice by real people rather than
satisfying non-sacrifice. He took the
route least likely to upset anybody. He
appointed a committee (or *‘board’)
to -‘“cut through red tape;” which
draws applause until the tape turns
outtobethecleanairlaw. -~

5.The timid boldness trick: “We will -

protect our environment,” he intoned . -

forcefully, and 65 million viewers
leaned forward to hear what he would
do about nuclear power. Silence; that
was t00 controversial. Next day, when
fewer people were listening, he putina
line in its favor. The oxymoronic trick

in this is never to be timid in. using a .

strong voice to say the word *‘bold.”

6.The high-base statistic trick: The .

most. dramatic moment in Mr. Car-

ter’s War on Prosperity came with his -

resounding ‘‘Never!”’ He was quothing
at not importing more oil than in 1977.
Why pick that year? Because it was

‘the highest import year, higher than -

- 1978, higher than this year. Contrary -
to his audience’s belief, the President *:
promised no belt-tightening at all. No.

- ceiling for Mr: Carter, perhaps ahead- .
+ ache- for. his successor_in 1981: that.-
. trick was one he leamed m the SALT

! negatiations. 12 s+ - R ;

FY

e et

7.The bully-in-the-pulpit trick: With
a severe recession on the way that will
overshadow even tne Lance trial and
Curran grand jury findings this fall,
Mr. Carter has laid the blame on (2)
OPEC, per Stu Eizenstat’s memo, and
(b) Washington, run by a Democratic
Congress and ooposed by the leading
resident of Camp David, Maryland.

8.The changing-characters-in-rmid-
stream trick: The man on toe screen,
in a lastditch eifort to save his politi-
cal skin, shed his skin. Having
changed the partin his hair tono avail,

- he proceeded to change the part in his

mind.
No longer did we see the real Jimmy

| Carter-—cool soft-spoken, manageri-

al, the smiling preacher promising
salvation. We now see the “new’” Car-
ter — strident, loud, fist-clenching on
cue, the preacher threatening hellfire
and damnation. It is not the same
man, nor is this Rafshoon concoction

! the real man. If we have come to dis-

trust the real Carter, will we trust the
unreal Carter?

He seems not to care if his tough de-
meanor and slap-dash decisions have
weakened the dollar and shaken the in-

 stitution of the Presidency. Tosave his

political life, the President has been
willing to plunge the nation into an ar-
tificial*crisis; to meet that crisis, he

- has created a false and unnatural per-
_ sonality. And that is quite a trick.

4
e
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‘A Damned American Patriot’

So Dr. Tom Dooley has been un-
masked! [A7, July 5]. The man may
have brought medical care and hope to
half a million deprived souls, but he
turns out to have been a damned Amer-
ican patriot. Very sad.

There were 2 number of lamentable
statements in this Associated Press
siory. For example, Father Xegler is
quoted as saying, “The CIA looked for
dirt on Dooley. ... It was like what they
did to Martin Luther King.” We xnow
tae FBI harassed Dr. King, but I'm not
aware of any evidence that the CIA did.

Your headline~-"Dr. Tom Dooley’s
Ties to CIA Are Chronicled"—was not
heipful. Intermittent and voluntary

contact hardly constituted 2 *‘tie.” But, !
of course, what peopie like me rind,
hard to understand is why Dr. Dooley!
should be condemned for his willing-:
ness to be debriefed on Communist,
troop movements, etc., at a time when|
the free world beueved it was in a war
for survival against communism. '
There is an annoying pattern in the,
ahistorical use of historical documents:.
under the Freedom of Information Acti
to besmirch good Americans and Amer-
ican institutions. I wish The Post couid,
find some way of guarding against un-;
critical publicity for such “findings.”
' ARTHUR W. JOHN,
Annandale ) U

EDITOR
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Article Appeared THE BOSTON GLOBE
On Page 9 16 July 1979

Dooley a spy? Why not?

Re: the article, “Tom Dooley, a saintly .
spy.” why not? Was Joan of Arc disquali- '
fied for helping her country? I didn't real-
ize Dr. Dooley had “entered politics” but |
surely we need more “saints” in politics.
Although their chance of accomplishing
anything is slight, they should be admired |
for trying. N !

MRS. JAMES ATKINSON |
Saugus. :
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FORT LAUDERDALE NEWS
10 July 1979

Dr. Dooley Was Inspiration

Patriotism Needs No Apology

1
|
i

Tom
Braden =

WASHINGTON — I read the lines of type so

quickly that it took me a moment to realize what |

they meant. The story was from United Press

International and it revealed that Tom Dooley,
the famous jungle doctor of the '50s whose work"
in Laos had drawn such favorable attention that
the Catholic' Church investigated him for possxble

sainthood, had ties to the CIA.

Here are the lines which first drew my atten-

tion and then my ire:

“Although Dooley inspired people to greater
Christian service, nearly 500 CIA documents re-
veal that he kept the agency posted on troop
movements and villager statements around his
hospital in Laos in the 1950s.” _

The key word is “although,” which, accordmg

to my dictionary, means “noththstandmg that” ‘

or “in spite of the fact.” . i T

Am I not correct then in understandmg Dooley
as follows: “In spite of the fact that Dooley built

several hospitals in four Asian countries, provided.

medical care for half a million people, won a
special gold medal‘from Congress and ‘inspired
people to greater Christian semce, he prowded
intelligence to the CIA.” - - LS

When.in heaven’s name is. tms generatmn of
Americans — I mean the generation which is now

presumably writing news stories for United Press -

International — going to discover that the act of

performmg a service for country doa not requu'e

apologetic “althoughs.” .

What has happened to us" Will we soon be
reading obituaries which teil us that so and so
invented a medicine: which cured hundreds of
thousands “although” he served in the front lines
during the war in Vietnam?

Will somebody discover that Praxdeut Carter \
}
|
|
l

did great work as peace maker between Israel
and Egypt “although” he once served in the Us.
Navy?

That Robert McNamara has saved millions
rom starvation through his work as president of
the “World Bank “‘although” he once also served as ;
Secretary of Defense? L g

. body -and put his head on a pole?” -’.i A

What is all this about? Is this the reason young \
people protest the idea of registering for the
draft? Has mistrust of government turned to
hatred of country? You'd t.hmk nobody wanted to .
live here any more. !
1 must say I find the revelation that the late
Dr. Dooley (he: died of cancer at the age of 34) l
found time to brief the Department of State and !
the CIA on _Laotian troop movements enhanc&* 1‘

rather than diminishes his reputation. o

I once knew many ‘men like _him, “not so |
meteoric in- achievement perhaps, but solid
achievers nonetheless: businessmen, journalists,
scientists, even tourists who took the time and
trouble to visit the State Department or the CIA
on their return from trips abroad and to reportv
what they had learned.

Some of them were self-xmportant ‘people
without important information. But many had
fresh insights and morsels of gossip about people
which helped desk officers get their jobs done
well. I should think the Department of State and
CIA were intensely interested in what Dr. Dooley
had to tell them about Laotian troop movements.
What better and more disinterested source than
this American doctor who was on the; ground" E

And the UPI story goes on to say .that at one"
time, when Dr. Dooley was accused of spying for:
the CIA, he called the accusation “absurd.” So he
was a liar too? What should we do? Exhume ms~

S

Or should we try to find new ways and means’
of teaching this generation that service to country !
is a duty and an honor and something of which a-.
man or woman ought to be proud? - R I

1 didn’t know what to do when I read that UPI".!
story. I found myself muttering, “I give up.” 4.
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C.IA. Estimate
{f Saudi Oil

Speciai to The New York Times

WASHINGTON, July 17 — The Cen-
tral Intelligence Agency has lowered
its estimata of the maximum amount of
il taat Saudi Arabia can produce on a
sustained basis by 500,000 barrels a
«bkw, according to the agency’s latest
lata.

The July 11 {ssue of the International
Energy Statistical Review, the agen- .
¢y’s public version of {oreign oil pro-
duction statistcs, estimates that cur-
rent Saudi ‘“maximum sustainable ca-
pacity’” has dropped to 9.5 million bar-
rels of oil a day. The May 2 issue of the
Review had estimated maximum sus- -
tainable capacity, or the rate that can
te sustained for several months, at 10
million barrelsaday. . .

The publication did not explain the
reason for the production-capacity re-
duction, but it was reported last month
that the seepage of water into reser-
voirs at Saudi Arabia’s Safaniyah field,
the world’s third largest, had required
the Saudis to reduce their estimates of
sustainable capacity. -

P
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C.I.A. Used Satellites for Spying
On Antiwar Protesters in U.S.

WASHINGTON, July 18 (UPI) — The
Central Intelligence used inteili-
gence sateilites in the late 1960’s to spy on
American students engaged in antiwar

. demonstrations, a. series of formerly
; classified documents disclosed today.
The papers. revealed the C.I.A. also

activities by Jane Fonda, the actress, and
former Attorney General Ramsey Clark.

The C.I.A. papers said the questionable
spying on Americans — ordered ‘‘at the
request of’’ President Johnson’s- White
House — was an attempt to check “‘possi~
ble foreign connections with the U.S. anti-
war movement.”’ -

The C.I.A. eventually conceded the
spying — a possible violation of the agen-
cy’scharter —. had failed to find any links
betweex foreign institutions and Ameri-
can antiwar activists,

The Center for National - Security
Studies, a privately financed research or-
ganization gereraily critical of American
intelligence activities, obtained the docu-
ments under 4 Freedom of Information
Act request. B e
The C.ILA. collected the documents,
known colloguially as the “family
jewels’’ because of their closedly guard-
ed, sensitive nature, during an in-house
investigation ordered by James R.
Schiesinger, the agency’s Director at the
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time.

Mr. Schiesinger, now Energy Secre-
tary, requested a report on all C.I.A ac-
g‘veitis that migh;tthl;e considered outside

agency’s rity. The a 'S
charter forbids the it from ge_ncyin
domestic intelligence activities.

The key document in the package —a
May 8, 1973, memorandum to Mr. Schies-
inger from Edward Proctor, then deputy
director for intelligence — provided a list
ot activities ‘“possibly outside C.I.A.’S
legislative chag'ter." ;

The area garnering the most interest
was the spying from space on American
students; called in the documents a “‘re-
view of satellite imagery from NASA pro-
grams to identify photographs too ‘sensi-
tive’ for public release.’’ .

' The document did not indicate whether
the pictures were used to estimate the
size ot demonstrations or were enlarged
to identify individuals taking part. _

The cameras on the American spy
satellites, which operate at aititudes
higher than 100 miles, are said to be accu-

rateenoughtareeordobjectst_hesizeota

suit . . ;
The C.I.A., according to the docu- !
ments, also Kept unclassified files —
mostly newspaper clippings - on “‘extre.
mists” such as H. Rap Brown and El.
dridge Cleaver, the black activists.
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~ American Express:|
Don't leave CIA without it

i CIA, that long-time symbol of clandestine

By Dick West : manipulation, king of undercover. master
WASHINGTON — The next sound you of the “burn bag,”’ has sunk to the lowest
hear will be that of another illusion biting level of bureaucratic flackery — a press

the dust. . - kit. - - . o

I have just .earned that the CIA now © ~A press kit complete with a diagram of
accepts credit cards. the director’s ‘‘command respon-

The CIA — once so secrestive it had sibilities.” - s
markers idertifying its Langley, Va,, During the past couple of decades,
headquarters as an Alaskan ros hureau. rovels based on covert CIA operations

The CLA — where security was so tight have risen to the status of a cottage-
the switchboard operator wouldn’t give industry in this country. Even now, we
the name of ihe agency when she an- may assume, some enterprising hack is
sw;;e? él‘;; phone.. ~ S at work on an updated plot.

“That €IA-— 0 . Tl N : .,

. S , . IN THE first chapter, 2 Soviet secg'at
. TYAT CIA not.only now makes some of agency parachutes into a remote section
its publications and maps available ifor _of the Maine woods. His assignment is ta
S ‘ T obtain a copy of CIA document oumber
sale to the public; you can charge them. SI 78-10038. : -
to your American Express account.  Authentic touches are thohanq:arkof,

Suffering spooks! The next thing they’ll T e

be publishing mail-order catalogs for

cloaks and daggers. Or opening a rent-a~ bearing that number. According to the

. spy service that glves green SiaT0%, ss kit, its title is “‘Influence of Ag-
And where did I learn of this latest pre ’ T on, Grain
diluting of the CIA mystique? rotechnology and Geoclith ,

: . : A i ential i USSR —
- Did the information come from the Las- Yield Potential in the

CIA novels. There really is a document’

Alamos library-where Progressive maga- Moscow is eager to get its hands on tl'_xe
zine learned how to build an H-bomb? document because nobody in the Kremlin-
Was 1t whisperad to me in & dimiy lit has been able to figure out what the
parking garage by a disgruntied agent influence of agrotechnology and g

w‘;}stfully yea.;(r;ing for the good old days mate on Russian grain might be..: .
when everytody had a cover story? 1~ Eschewin : erofil tiny “Tic-:

g microfilms, tiny Inic

w‘%ﬁ_{;;gﬁf"““ﬁ have been even half rophones embedded in wisdom teeth, sec-

ret decoder rings, exploding cigan.»,.anc;
other conventional spy paraphernalia, the.
" Soviet agent carries only one trick device

_ Though it pains me’ to say so, my
information came from — yes! — a CIA
press kit.© - T A

P'I¥s trus, fellow- espionage buits. The |

— a clever- imitation of an Ame_gm
'Express card. B

And in the next James Bond movie, 007
=will be.an insurance ageat. -
k- —— - ~rietttnretreapertlit

Dick West s a writé foir United Prus}
Ipwmational. o il
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NEW YORK TIMES
ARTICLE APPj“’} 15 July 1979
ON PAGE__ 71— —.

|

|

World News Briefs

Moscow Says C.LA. Places f
Agentsat U.N.in Geneva |

MOSCOW, July 14 (Reuters) — A
Soviet weekly said today that the Central
Intelligence Agency- was placing agents
in key posts at the United Nations in
Geneva.. - -

The weekly, NewTimes, also said the-|
agency had set up eavesdropping devices
in the headquarters of the International
Atomic Energy Agency in Vienna.

The report said that, according to
Swiss experts, 30 of the 44 diplomats at
;the' United States mission in Geneva
‘worked for the agency. It went on to
j name nine other Americans in United Na-
| tions pests. R

The bugging devices- reportedly in.
stalled at the headquarters of the nuclear-
energy agency in Vienna were said to be
monitored-by a 30-mamnr team from the
Foreign- Broadcast Information Service |
at the American Embassy in Vienna, the
larticlesaid. - e

o e
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By PAT ORDOVENSKY

“Washington Burean

WASHINGTON — A solution to the |
“graymail” problem, that has ham-
pered prosecution of cases involy- .
ing national secrets, was “offered
yesterday by Sen. Joseph R. Biden
Jr., D-Del. ‘

It came with the blessing of the
Justice Department, the American
Civil Liberties’ Union and a .half-
dozen other congressmen of both

parties. Lo

S e e

P
= Vi v b ,
jargon for-

“Graymail”, is federal
the problem that arises when classi-:"
fied information could be disclosed
at a criminal trial. In-some- cases;.
the mere threat to disclose such”
information by defense attorneys
has causec prosecutors to drop the
-charges. T e

THE MORNING WS (WILMINGTON, D:L.)

10 ‘grayi

and the Justice Department and
unveiled simultaneously at a Capi-
tol Hill news conference.

The legislation would require
defense attorneys to notify prosecu-
tors in advance if classified infor-
mation is to be disclosed as part of
their case. The judge, after hearing
both sides’ arguments in private,
would decide if the secret data is
relevant to the case using the stan-
dard rules for admissability of evi- -
dence. S o SN

The Justice Department’s bill
also would. require- the judge to
determine if the information is pro-
perly classified. " Biden’s version
would allow that decision to be
made by the attorney general.

if a judge rules a classified docu-
L ment is essential to a defendant’s
case, prosecutors could appeal
immediately * before- the trial

s

begins. .

In the bureaucratic lexicon, that’s
not quite blackmail but perhaps a.
shade lighter. s gyl
Biden, who has been studying the
problem for two years asa member
of the Senate Intelligence Commit- .
tee, offered a bill yesterday that
would permit the issue to be

resolved in the privacy of a judge’s :

chambers before a trial begins. .|
; Almost identical measures were|
_.Submitted by three House members !

" Biden, who chaired hearihgs on
the “graymail” problem a year ago,

. said he “became fed up” with

repeated examples of defendants
“who ranged from intelligence offi-
cials to foreign spies” escaping
prosecution thropgh a threat to dis-
close secrets..

Perjury indictments against two
ITT officials and former CIA Direc-
tor Richard Helms were dropped
because of just such a dilemma, the
sepatorsaid..-. . G-y '
~. Biden called his bill “one small

Sselan & A
DR R Rl

o
S

- D-II1., ‘Robert: McClory, R-IlL, and .
Romano Mazzoli, D-Ky. . .0 = 3

18l Drings
lelligence ageneies closar 1o law

!
but important step toward insuring |
that the intelligence agencies are
subject to the rule of law.”

Passage of the bill means “the :
guesswork will be gone” in:
national-secrets cases, said Philip !
B. Heymann, assistant attorney
general in charge of the criminal |
division, who represented the Jus-
tice Department at the news confer-.
emce. " : L

“We will not dismiss cases by mis--
take,” Heymann said, suggesting
that prosecutors now are reluctant |
to call a bluff by defense attorneys |
who threaten disclosure or -are
unwilling to wait for a judge to rule
on the relevance of classified infor- .
mation after it is disclosed in open !
court.. ’ :

wn
. “It protects national secrets, it
protects the defendant’s rights and -
it protects the prosecution,” Hey-
mannsaid.. > 7= Sl

The -ACLU}and the Center for
National Security Studies issued a
joint statement saying they “wel-
come” ‘the bill.as a method of
resolving the “graymail” dilemma
while protecting “the existing rights
of criminal defendants.” L

!

The - Similar - House bill was’
—offered by Reps.. Morgan Murphy,
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“ some sensitivity.””

By Walter Riley

Washington, July 10—Congressman
Marine and Fisheries Committee, assailed State !

Department denials of Cuba-Panama involvement

in the shipment of arms to Sandinista guerillas.

(FSLN) in Nicaragua.

At the beginning of a meeting of thie full commit- .

tee Chairman Murphy said that according to a
recently leaked ClA report dated May 2, 1979, arms

and ammunition. were flown by Panamanian air .

force planes from Cuba to Costa Rica from where

the munitions were later smuggled to guerillas in :

Nicaragua during the last week of September and

November 5to 11, 1978. w3
Murphy accused State Dept. witncsses of having

denied any knowledge of the Cuba-Panama arms

shipments in their testimony before the Houss Sub— -
committec on Panama during hearings held onJune

6&7,1979.

Murphy stopped short of actually calling the wit-
nesses liars when he said: ‘It is now apparent that
they were aware of specific shipments from Cuba
via_ Panamanian military _aurcraft to Sandm:sta

guerillas...Further, they were aware that - theé
- Cubans were involved in the recent reactivation of -
the Panamaman- Costa Rlcan rcsupply routc to Ihe

"FSLN..

_had ‘been called: -

committee by M.

Approved For Release 2009/04/28 :

John |
Murphy {(D-NY), Chairman of the Housg¢ Merchant

’-‘7 \hcaragua isinvolved.” CL

X ~ -7{ grant him limited immunity against prosecution for
Chanrman Murphy madc hlS statcments at t’ne- b

opening of the meeting of the full committee which |
“*To ‘consider - the matter’ of |
- possible testimonv before the Panama Canal Sub-*
\atonio Alvarez on a subject of |”
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the U.S! to Panama. The same guns were later
" captured from Sandinista guerillas in Nicaragua by

-1 Antonio Alverez was indicted in Miami as an :
"alleged participant in the smuggling of guns from:

PN

“the Micaraguan National Guard. Alverez admitted :

to federal agents at the time of his arrest that he was
acting as an agent of the Panamanian intelligence
service in theé ‘procurement of weapons for thc
Sandinista guerillas.

 Alvarez, on June 11; 1979, offercd to testxfy in
public session before Congress if he were granted |

Alverez have said that he is in a position to be able-.
to ‘‘blow the whnstle” on the intelligence operations .
~of Cuba, Panama, Venczucla and lhe U. S wh}re

Chairman Murphy saxd “Durmg some two ®
-hours of conversation with Mr. Alverez, conducted
. in the presence of his attorney, I concluded that he!
docs have broad personal _experience in, mtclllgcncc
_operations in the service of several governments,
“including the United States.’” Murphy added that’
-the people have a right to know of military or intel-
hgencc acnvmes Whlch have a bcarmg on Amencan
nanonal interest. ' :

o

;The Commmee, after vcry lmle debatc
unammously voted to’ subpoena Mr. Alvcrcz and

his testimony before Congress. Because of Justice
‘Department opposition, there is.little- hope that

Congress or the pubhc will hcar Alvcrcz tcsumony
bcforc Scptcmbcr .

immunity from _prosecution. Several sources close |

Ph e el 2

I

H

4

*The White House and thc Statc Dcpartment.
.appear to be content with this delay, bccause!
Congrcss will have long since passed Panama Canal

xmplcmentmg legxslanon bcforc Alvarcz tcsumony!’

can rock thc boat -

’I "N-'-\ "4\% 1-&- g ;; “?I‘"‘--?,- ‘
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R THE WASHINGION STAR (Red Lino)
‘ oo 9 July 197¢ .
‘/? 19 July 1979

Moscow Again Beaming

Radiation at U.S. Embassy
MOSCOW — The mysterious Soviet
station that directs microwave radia-
tion at the U.S. Embassy here has
gone back in action after an*appar-
ent layoff for the Vienna summit, an
embassy spokesman confirmed :
today. :
“During the week ending July 15a .
microwave signal (the so-callied Mos-
cow signal) was active, although ata
low-level,” a U.S. spokesman said.’
The Soviet station had last beamed
microwave radiation at the US. .

embassy on April 27. i
1

s
Mg
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DEFENSE/SPACE DAILY
ARTICLE APPEARED 9 July 1979
ol PAGE T < -

COMNGRESSMAN SAYS <0OVIET DEFEINSE SPENDING OVERESTIMATED. Rep.
Jonathan Bingham (D-1.. Y.) says thar the ClA estimate that the Soviet Union is spending
43 parcent more on Celzase than the United Siares is exaggerated and misizacing. He

said this i3 because o> CIA caleniates Sovier speading in the dollar prices that the U.S

would p for the same forces., ""Thes moans r-:.t the high pay scales of our volunteer ‘
army are ‘p-“.h to the Russians’ conse riored Soree of over 4 millien men, which grossly

diziorts the Lotal cost fizure, " he said Calm ed in rubles instead of dOUal::, SOV'eL
spendiag on de .se is estimated s‘ ClA to be "only 25 percent larger than our own,

bin g‘l said, and th CL\ admirs that this estimate cou_d ba 10 percent too high -- leavi

the Sonets with “only ' a 15 perceat advantages
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oen. Jackson Suggesis Joint Chiefs |
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Hedged on SALT; Gen: Jones Says No

Bv Robert G. Kaiser

Washington Post Statf "Vriter
Sen. Henry M. Jackson (D-Wasih.)
suziJested yesterday that the Joint
Chlefs of Staff altered their testimony
in support of the: new SALT treaty on
insiructions from the Carter adminis-
tration, a chargewficmiymdanied by
Gen. David C. Jones, chairman of the

JCs. : N

In the second day of Senate iﬁed

Services Committee hearings. Jackson-.
appeared to anger Jones with accusas

tions that the general was over-opti-
mistic about future U. S. strategic
programs and that he had agreed with

President Carter’s decision to cancel .

tee Bl bomber. ‘Jones said Jackson
was wrong on both points.

Neither Jackson nor other commit-
tee critics of the new strategic arms
limitation treaty (SALT II) produced
any surprises or-evoked any embar-

rassing testimony - from.. the joint -.

chiefs at the hearing, a non-event that
led the administration’s SALT-sellers
to allow themselves a guarded  sigh- of
relief, - o S

Senators -and aides friendly to
SALT expressed surprise last nizht
that the- critics’ .arguments “lacked
freshness,” as one put-it. Like the ad-
ministration, these senators had ex-
pected more fireworks on the Armed
Services Committee than they huve

seen in two days of hearings on SALT. ~

Treaty supporters were - also en-
couraged by the comments of com-
mirtee Chairman John C. Stennig (D-
Miss.), who seemed to come close to
endorsing SALT IT: yesterday - with
nis etfusive praise for the adminis-
tration’s. witnesses and his observa-
tion that “what really counts.is what
we’re going to.do in the future.”. . .

Stennis appeared to mean that the

eountry’s: security . would depend on -

future arms procurement - poliries,
not ou. SAET ™The sentiment is firm

among the people for adequate mili-
tary protection.” Stennis said. “Count
on the peopie.” )

He also observed that sentiment
for military programs in Congress is
more favorable now than just a few

years ago. .. .. . -

Between sessions of the hearings,
Stennis said he was putting great
store in the joint chiefs’ testimony, all
ot which continued to be staunehly
pro-SALT. though qualified by re-
peated statements that major pro-
grams must be aggressively pursued
to restore a satisfactory U.S. military
posture. -

In a long day of questioning, the
joint chiefs revealed some differences
among themselves, and went further
than they had with the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee earlier in-decrying
the level of U.S. strategic programs in
recent years. -

- But once again they did not budgze

from their collective assessment that
SALT II is a “modest but useful step”
~—“modest but highly significant,” ac-
cording to Gen. Lew Allen Jr. of the
Air Force—provided it is accompanied
by acquisition of a new MX super-
missile and other expensive defense
programs.

And Jackson’s attempt to suggest
that the chiefs colored their testimony -
to please their civilian bosses, or that
Jones suffered from unfounded opti-
mism about the future of U.S. strate-
gic policy, made no apparent head-
way. : _';.__," - -
Jackson challenged Jones onm his™
support for the Bl cancellation deci-

‘ sion. but Jones said he had-enly sup-

ported a vote not to spend 3750 mil-
lion more to: produce the-last two Bis -
when he knew the plane would not go
into full production. .
Sen. John C. Culver (D-Towa) inter-
jected to note that Jackson had voted

- agreed.

to go along wita the B1l.cancellation, -
which Jackson then acknowledged.,
Later in the hearings, Sen. Barry M.
Goldwater (R-Ariz.) and Sam-Nunn (D-
Ga.) both came to .Jones’ defense.
Goldwater told Jones he had noted
“the little ribbing Sen. Jackson gave
;you,” jbut -said the-failure, to- build
" more-Strategic weapons was- the fault
of five straight presidents and Con-
gress, not.of Jones.orthe JCS. ..
Nunn told Jones,=“You are a credi-
ble witness with me, and I believe-you-
to be a2 man of complete integrity.”
Under questioning, Jones said- that/
the best-situation from his point of
view would be approval of SALT II
plus a clear commitment to a range of|
new strategic programs. If that were |
not. attainable, he added, and he bad|
to choose between the two, he would |
prefer: to. have the new programs |
rather than the treaty. This was as far:
as any of the chiefs would go toward
the hard-line position that no treaty
might be better than this one. .
Responding to questions from
Nunn, Jones acknowledged. that the
Carter administration’s much-adver-
tised commitment to real increases in
defense spending was fast dissolving
under- the pressures of inflation.
There may not be any real growth
now, he acknowledged. s
He and two other of the chiefs
agreed that the United States would,!
at least literally, lose “essential equi-
" valence” with the Soviet Union some-
time in the early 1980s. They based
this on the view that at that time So-
" viet  land-based rockets will have the
- theoretical ability to wipe out all U. S.
land-based.xqgkets,. though U. S. sub-|
marines and bomBerfstould retaliate:-
-.. Even with SALT .1II, Jones said, the
“world would beless 'secure in the
1980s than' it. is today: The United
~States must take urgent action to en-!
hance its strategic position, the chiefs]
|
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Joint Chiefs Affirm Pact Support,
But Stress Need for Vore Spending
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NEW YORK TIMES
25 JULY 1979

By CHARLES MOHR
Special to The New York Times

WASHINGTON, July 24 — The Joint
Chiefs of Staff reiterated today their sup-
port of the arms treaty with the Soviet
Union. But one of them, the Chief of
Naval Operations, said that, if the United
States did not have the will to match
Soviet military spending, he saw no vaiue
in the treaty and wouid not recommend
its approvai by the Senate.

As the four service chiefs and their
chairman did before the Foreign Reila-
tions Commit:ee two weeks ago, they told
the Armed Services Committee today
that the treaty merited the Senate’s sup-

port. .

But Adm. Thomas B. Hayward of the
Navy said the treaty was *‘a mixed bless-
ing’’ with disappointing faults and he
came close to making his support condi-
tional on the approval of programs to in-
crease mifitary spending.

His colleagues, in varying degrees,
placed greater emphasis today than they
had in previous testimony on linking their
endorsement of the treaty with programs
to modernize American nuclear and con-
ventional forces. i

Commitment on the MX Stressed

Gen. David C. Jones, the Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs, told the senators that he
found it difficult to say whether he would
have supported the treaty without a
White House commitment to go ahead

_with certain weapons systems, such as
the MX mobile missile.

He said he did not want to imply that
the Administration was able to buy off the
Joint Chiefs with weapons systems.

Sam Nunn, a Georgia Democrat who is
one of the more influential Senators on
military policy, urged General Jones and
the other chiefs to abandon any inhibi-
tions on that score, asking, *‘Why is it evil
to impose conditions?’’ . .

Senator Nunn himself has made clear
that he intends to use the debate over ap-
proval of the treaty as a tool to extract a
firmer commitment on military spending
fromthe Government. = -

Genera] Jones noted that it was not pos-
sible . legally to obligate future Con-
gresses 10 spending programs or, in a
practical sense, to extract a firm obliga-
tion from the Armed. Services Commit-
tee.
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Before the day was out, General Jones
himself said that if the treaty caused
euphoria and caused the country to ‘‘go to
sleep’” about the need for military mod-
ernization, then ‘‘probably’’ the Senate
‘‘should not ratify it.”’

Admiral Hayward, who two weeks ago
said there was no ‘‘raging” enthusaism
for the treaty among the military lead-
ers, today read a separate statement that
gave what seemed to be guarded ap-
proval of the treaty. But he said the
treaty should be accompanied by greater
efforts to redress Soviet military ad-
vances so as to create a bargaining at.
mosphere that would lead to large reduc-
tions in strategic forces in a subsequent
treaty.

In answer to a question, he said that, if
the United States ‘‘does not have the will”
to compete militarily, he could not see
value in the treaty and ‘‘would not recom-
mend any Senator to support it.”

The qualifications in the testimony of
some of the military chiefs was wel.
comed more by Senators like Mr. Nunn
who hope to use the treaty as a tool to get
bigger military budgets than by outright
treaty opponents like Senator Henry M. :
Jackson, Democrat of Washington.

i
Tough Questioning by Jackson |

Senator Jackson, in vigorousiy chal.|
lenging General Jones, suggested that
the Joint Chiefs, in unpublished memo-
randums to the White House and to the
Secretary of Defense, had expressed
greater reservations about the treaty
than in their public testimony.

At one point, Mr. Jackson said General
Jones’s tenure as Chief of Staff of the Air
Force and iater as Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs had been ‘‘negative in terms of re-
sults” in getting approval of the kind of
weapons systems he now advocated.
Senator Jackson also seemed to suggest
that General Jones had not fought with
sufficient temacity for the B-1 bomber,
which was canceled by President Carter.

Several Senators, including Mr. Nunn
and Barry Goldwater, Republican of
Arizona, came to General Jones’s de-
fense, Senator Nunn cailing him a ‘‘man
of integrity.” However, Senator Jackson
was expected to resume his tough ques-
tioning when the Joint Chiefs return
tomorrow.
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Sovieis Said
To Misuse
Computer

By Leonard Curry
Washington Star Staff Writer

The Soviet Union has used sophis-
ticated U.S. computers and other ma-
chines, which it imported for
production of farm and general pur-

pose trucks, to make diesel engines
for military vehicles, according to |

Commerce and Defense Department
documents.

Intelligence reports indicate that
30 percent of the engine production
at the Soviet truck factory on the
Kama River, is being used for mili-
tary purposes, Sen. Henry M. Jack-
son, D-Wash., says.

The Kama River plant, which is.

about 500 miles east of Moscow, will
produce 250,000 multi-axle vehicles a
year when it is completed. This is
greater than the combined annual
output of all U.S. manufacturers of
similar vehicles. :
Commerce Secretary Juanita M.
Kreps said Soviet production of mili-
tary engines does not violate the

1971 license that permitted the ex-

port of U.S. equipment that is critical
to the plant’s operations.

“The Kama River truck plant li-
censes were issued during the Nixon

strictions which we can identify
limiting the use of the trucks and en-
gines produced at the factory,”
Kreps said in a letter to Jackson last
Wednesday.

“Accordingly, military use of the
trucks or engines produced at Kama
River would not constitute a diver-
sion or vioiac:on of the law because
the licenses contained no restric-
tions pertaining to the use of those
trucks or engines.”

Kreps sent the letter to Jackson to
counteract statements and memo-
randa of a Commerce Department
career official, Lawrence J. Brady,
who contended that the Soviets had-
not lived up to the spirit of the li-
cense. Brady also said tBebreach did-

i

“not bode well for the SALT II Treaty
in' which we are told that verifica-
tion rests partly on good faith be-
tween the parties and the ‘spirit’ of
the agreement.” ,
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In closed-door testimony to a:
House Armed Services subcommit-!
tee on May 23 and 24 and in a memo,
last Thursday, Brady, deputy direc- .

. tor of the Office of Export Adminis-:

,4 tration, warned that the department
was covering up Soviet violations. !

Kreps said, ‘A diversion occurs,
! only when end-use restrictions per- |
! taining to a license are violated.”!
! The license did not specify how the:
‘; fix;:l product was to be used, she!
, said. ,

1
} “I believe this definition of diver-
sion is excessively narrow,” Brady'
said. “Diversion occurs when the:
product exported, or the product
‘manufactured from the technology
exported, is used in a manner con-
‘trary to the end-use representation
‘made to the U.S. government at the
. time of licensing. We know that this
;bas occurred at the Kama River
| truck plant.”

Although the plant is not com-
; plete, it has been producing at abouti
: half capacity for several years. The
! first vehicles came off the assembly
' lines in 1975 and were designed toj

administration and contained no re- , Téplace military transport equip-

ment that the United States de-:
stroyed on the Ho Chi Minh trail|
juring the height of the Vietnam!
war, government officials said. !

Under an agreement negotiated
between former Secretary of State
Henry S. Kissinger and the Sovie
Union, a $500 million license wasj
granted to a consortium of American!
companies to supply computers, ma-
chines and tools for the world’s larg-|

est truck factory. i

International Business Machines|
Corp. of Armonk, N.Y;, supplied the!
computers. Other suppliers were l
Ingersoil-Rand Co. of Woodcliff, N.J., |
and Swindell-Dressler, now Pullman:
Swindell, a subsidiary of Pullman;
Inc. of Pittsburgh. |

The Commerce Department is now.]
considering requests for licenses to!
export spare parts for Kama River !
plant. [
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SALT I Leaks vs. SALT I Leaks

LEAXS and techniques of lsaks oc-

curring during the development of the
.SALT I and SALT Il agreements are

similar in all respects. The Carter Ad-

ministration and the Nixon Administra-
tion desired to have their respective SALT!
agreements ratified by thc US Senatet
tefore the Presidential election. In an'
=ffort to expedite the finalization of their

SALT agreements, each Administration:
has been inclined to make concessions to
the Soviets. These concessions were often
1ot believed to be in the best interest of our!
national security by certain members of the

Senate Armed Services Committee; hence,
each side aired its feelings by “leaking”

nighly classified data to the prass to sway
public opiaion. ‘

Now that we are in the fourth quarter, so !
to speak, of the Arms Race Superbowl, ;
also more commonly known as the
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT,
I1} agreements, we can expect a rash of
ieaks uatil the final whistle blows. Rest,
assurzd that there will be one loser—the:
US public.

My knowledge of and interest in leaks
stems from my sxperience in the Office of
the Secretary of Defense as Chief of the
Investigation Division, Directorate for;
Inspeciion Services. This office in-

- vastigated major criminal and security
matters for the Office of the Secretary of
Defense, Office of the Joint Chiefs of Staff,
and the Defense Intelligence Agency. From !
August 1965 until December 272, while
Chief Investigator, ! handleu 222 leak |
cases. Even ater [ left the Dic~torate for |
Inspection Services in Decem~-r 1972 for:
the position of Inspector Gezsal of the,
rewly formed Defense Invest:cative Ser-:
vice (until my retirement ia June 1975), I
was recailed to handle cerrain sensitive,
leak cases. [

Why SALT Leaks

We have SALT leaks because we have.
two principal US groups involved with |
different objectives. We have the present.
Administration [ shall call the “Vote.
Getters™ and we have the Senate Armed i
Services Committee which has the rzspon-:
sibility to insure that any SALT treaty
signed providesadequate national :ecurity.
This group I shall call the “Protectors.™ |
Thers are two other minor groups who play
a lesser roie but cannot be ignored. They
are the liberal Senators whom [ shali call |
the “Detractors.” They aren’t exactly sure !
what thev want. but to me it doesn’t appear !
that the strongest form of natic-.al security]
j5 their quest. and finally we have the)
“Extortionists,” & group of Sznators whos
are more concerned with their pzrsonal.
ints :sts than they are with our n:nional‘j
secu. ity interests. Accordingly. the Votej
Getters are sometimes prcssur'd m'ol
buying their vote to insure ratification of!
the treaty. However, as far as SALT lsaks:
are conceraed, the Detractors and the!
Extortionists have shown little need toi
engage in [saks. .

by W. Donald Stewart

Top Secrets Become
Waeather Bulletins
Probably the first open sword rattling
between the Vote G=tters and the Protec-
tors in the SALT Il debate appeared in the!
press on November 30, 1978, when Senator|
Henry Jackson (D-WA), voiced his dis-|
contentment with the developing SALT I
agreements. Things may have gone
somewhat smoother except for the fact we
lost a vita! intelligence capability-in Iran.|
As a result we no longer have the ability to:
closely monitor Soviet adherence to any’
.SALT agreszment. -

AT~
Accordingly, the April 4, 1979 issue Qf
the New York Times evidenced the first |

act of desperation on part of the Vote

Getters. It came in the form of a leak of
highly classified data to the effect that the
US would be able to monitor Soviet
adherence to SALT I agreements through
the use of 4 modified version of the U-2

aircraft, the type Gary Powers flew over the
USSR for CIA until he was shot down in

1954. Senator Jake Garn (R-UT) was
incensed over this leak and charged in the
letter-to-the-editor
Washington Post on April 11 that the |
leaked data was made available to the
public to create 2 misimpression of our
monitoring capability. (See May 1979
AFJ.) It was obvious that the Prolcctors
were not responsible for' the jeak,
because it served them no purpose. \dore-
over, that particular area was not the chief
concern of the Detractors.

In the typical fourth quarter fashion of
the Arms Race Superbowl. we couid’
expect -and did receive a counter-leak,!
obviously this time by one of the Protec-:
tors. The leak appearsd in the Vew lork
Times issue of April 17, to which hip-
shooting press secretary Jody Poweil
quickly aad heatedly respanded in so many:
words that Senator Garn was responsible. |
The Senator denied the accusation, and|
Jody Powell later backed off his charge.

Let's look at the new leak. It disclosed |
that CIA Dirsctor Stansfield Turner
brisfad a Senate committee on our lranl
intelligence capability loss and stated lt
would be at least five years before we could |
attain a comparable capability to monitor |
Soviet adherence -to the SALT II,
agresments. Secretary of Defense Harold '
Brown instantly countered ina Vote Getter ;
rescue effort that we would beableto retam

wour former capabxhxy in a year.

The bottom line is that once again th
public is the loser. Now the Soviets know {
how bad!y we've been hurt by our Iranian |
intelligence capability loss, and they also !
know of the U-2 as our second rate’
alternative. Top secret information was
2iven out like a public weather bulletine

SALT 1 leaks took a slightly diffarent
pattern than SALT Il leaks. That is,
there were continuous leaks from ivod-

column of the:

1972, each time there was to bea SALT |
discussion. At the expense of National
Security. the Vote Getters made thair Top
secret point and the Protectors made their
Top secret point. On one of the more

" explosive lzaks in 1969, I had occasion to

interview Paul Nitze, then our chief SALT -
{ nsgotiator. His comment was, 1 consider
the disclosure to be a deliberate lsak of
information by well-informed sources who
indulged in a very dangerous practice for-'
the purpose of placmg the Soviet missile '
warfare capability before the US public.”
He further advised that the figures diclosed |
in the news story were very accurate and |
highly classified. !
Beecher's 22 Investigations i
Probably the greatest SALT leak of all !}
times appeared in a New York Times
article by William Bescher on July 23,
1971; it was entitled “US Asks Soviets to |
Join in Missile Moratorium.™ The article |
appeared one day before a scheduled :
SALT I meeting on July 24 with the Soviets |
in Helsinki, Finland. President Nixon was |
absolutely livid, as the article exposed our !
fall-back position to the Soviets. Let me
say bluntly that all hell broke loose. I was
called at home on Saturday morning to |
begin an investigation. 1 had my first |
meeting with the newly appointed White '
House “plumber™ chiefs, Egil Krogh and '
David Young. The FBI was also calied; !
however, since | had developed the prime 1
suspect, Dr. William VanCleave, Paul !
Nitze's top aide, I more or less carried the
ball. President Nixon's blind anger toward |
VanCleave {(whom we later proved inno-
cent) was displayed on the now released
White House tapes. But VanCleave en- !
joyed the same reckless public hip shooting !
from the Nixon Vote Getters that Senator
Gam recently did from Jody Powell. |
VanCleave became a suspect because two : !
days before the Beecher article appeared, !
Beecher visited VanCleave. Also, !
VanCleave, like so many top government | |
aides, could not be bothered with security ;
regulations such as “do not reproduce the ;
original,” a statement which appeared ona | I
highly sensitive document in his possession !
and which he nevertheless, chose to !
reproduce. ,
Although vindicated of the major crime, |
he was censured for secunty violations |
uncovered during the investigation. Thc
mvesugatwn was probably one of the most |
intensive ever undertaken. Beecher's path,
for instance, was retraced 01 a minute-to- ;
minute basis. His past modus operandi was .
well known to us, and it was of heip. His
travels led him to Senator Henry “Scoap™ !

Jackson’s office. The Senator had beenv

briefed earlier in the week by State
Department aides. Naturally, the obvious

SOMTNULD
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next step was to interview Senator:
Jackson. This required White House
approval, but it was never obtained. ‘
The last and final SALT ] leak that 1!
investigated appeared in the New York
Times an March 21, 1973—another article |
by William Beecher, this one entitled “US
Says Soviets improve ICBMs.™ Although
the SALT 1 treaty had been signed, this |
leak was made to show the public we|
lagged the Soviets in arms and to develop.;
support for the Nixon Vote Gettersin their
efforts for a larger supplemental ap-,
propriation. Actually, neither Defense
Secretary Meivin Laird nor his successors
knew the Vote Getters were handing out
these leaks. because to give the leak,
more credibility the Vote Getters would
raise 2 storm—and ['d be hurriedly called |
to investigate again. The most interesting
thing about this last leak was that it
suddernly occurred to me that on every'!
major leak we had on SALT 1, William |
Beecher was the reporter with all the hard
{acts. (Other prominert reporters had
steries, but as I explained to one later, he
2nd the others just had “crumbs.” That
reporter demanded to know how [ could
state that. I said, “Very simply, if you had
the hard facts, we would have opened a ;
cate on your article.” Only then did he'
realize that he had been part of the Nixon ! i
Vote Getters' smoke screen.) |
In my finzl report, I showed how I
arrived at the fact that the Nixon Vote|
Getters were responsible for several con-(
trived leaks. o
Being the“favorite son™ reponerwasnol
all bad for William Bescher: in April 1973,
just one month after the above leak and‘
six months after SALT I ratification, he,
was 2ppointed Deputy Assistant Secretary’
of Defense for Public Affairs. Subsequent-.
ly. he became the Acting Assistant!
Secretary of Defense for Public Affairs,.
complete with the car and chauffeur which!

then went with that position. i

Now the Soviets know how
badly we’ve been hurt by our
Iranian intelligence capability
loss, and they also know of the |
U-2 as our second rate
alternative.

b

|
Beecher left the Pentagon in May of 1975
and on June ist he joined the Boston
Globe. On July 31, Beecher printed:
another big leak: “US Believes Isracl Has:
More -Than 10 Nuclear Weapons.”
Although I had already retired. ] wascalled!
at home by a high Pentagon official and’

asked where 1 thought Beecher got his.
story. I laughed and recall saying, “Where:
" accepted it but later allowed Secretary:

else? Yo left the fox in the hen house.”
The fart that my office had run 22 ieak

investiga ‘ons of William Beecher'sarticles
centainly had no bearing on his Pentagon

appointment. Therefore, the question

naturally arises: after all the SALT Il
leaks are tabulated. which prominent
news reporter will be as lucky as William-
Beecher?
Can Lesk Cases Be Solved? '

Contrary to popular misconception,
leak cases can be solved. Unfortunately,
as far as natjonal security interesis are
concerned, the cure most often is worse
than the illness. By that I mean: inaneffort:
to put the guilty party in jail. we must
declassify the classified data involved in
order to go to trial. In doing so. toreign
enemy intelligence becomes privy to our
secrets—that we carnot afford as a rule.
and thus must ferego prosecution.

Prosecution is not the oaly form cof
punitive action. During my tenure. ive
seen three flag officers punished —one was
transferred. one was requested to cetire,
and one had his career advancement
terminated. A civilian was rsduced from
GS-18 to GS-15. and others in the civilian
ranks and military were administratively
disciplined. The most effective tool for
Schedule “C™ appointees (political ap-
pointees) was to neutralize them— .
excluding them from receiving sensitive °
documents and from high leve!l con-
ferences. One former high level civilian
employee serving as a consultant lost hlSl
security clearances. Qur best secumy
contributions frequently came from our,

investigative by-products—such as
developing “holes™ in our own security
operations.

Prosecution Problems
Prosecution was not always thwarted by
so-callec ~grey mail,” documents in ques-t
tion whic s couldn't be declassified. Potitics
on part ' President Nixon, Senate Armed
Services Uommittee chairmen Sen: John
Stennic 1 D-M1), and Justice Departmemi
officials .aic in 1971 and early 1972 and |
later in 1974 obstructed the possible
successful prosecution of Yeoman Charles |
E. Radford 111, Rear Adm. Robert!
Welander and Admiral Thomas Moorer,
then Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. '
Radford admitted stealing hxghly‘
classified documents from the briefcases of !
~Dr. Henry Kissinger, then hsad of the)
National Security Council, and from!
General Alexander Haig, then a Presiden-|
tial aide. Admirals Welander and Moorer!
admitted receiving those documents. But
President Nixon couldn’t stand the public !
embarrassment. Sen. Stennis dedicated |
himself 10 protecting the military establish- i
ment during his 1974 hearings on this'
matter—known as the Pentagon Spy Case. .
The Justice Department performed in its.
typically lethargic manner. No action was |
ever taken against anyone involved.
Earlier in 1970, the Justice Departmcnt

~failed to take action against an Air Force
- -captain who distributed to the press a.

secret-sensitive memo on our ABM (Anti- |
Ballistic Missile) position, prepared by
then Secretary of Defense Melvin Laird. '
The case was turned over to Justice, which .

Laird to withdraw it. Laird informed
Justice he had made a deal with Tom
Wicker of the New York Times that if

o

Wicker returned his copy of the memo in
question, no prosecutive action would be:
taken. Wicker returned the memo, and
through it we trapped the suspected Air
Force caprain. Later, Wicker denied in a:
memo to Justice that he had ever made
such a deal. [ received the above data urder
the Freedom of Information Act. Per-!
sonally, I believe Wicker. He couldn't have |
known that we couid use the memo to trap
the suspect. No action against the suspect
was taken.

Another case from »\h‘ch Justice ran was
when it was presented with evidence that-
Elliot Richardson. while Under Seﬂrctary[
of State. has caused top secret data to be!
leaked to Daniel Ellsberg of Peniagen
Papers fame. That data subsequently
turned up in 2 newspaper story in March of
1970. I
. The long and short of leak prosscutions.
is that vou can only be prosecuted if you
meet the two fol.owmg criteria:

(1) Youcannot bean 1mpon“ nt persen; |
and i

(2) You cannot know an umponant!
person. LA 0
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Turkey
entangled
in SALT

U.S. sure of right
to monitor; Ankara

seeks Soviet 0.K.

By MICHAEL BURNS
Sun Stafy Correspondent

THE BALTIMORE SUN
24 July 1979

similar Russian spy flights from Cuba

along the coast, he added.
Always sensitive to the oscillations of

" its military ties with the United States,
Turkey is particularly nervous about the -

Ankara—Americans seem coniident -
that the U-2's will be flying over Turkey to '

monitor Soviet missile tests under the new =

strategic arms limitation treaty, though it .
will be one year before the high-altitude -

spy planes are equipped for the job.

The Turkish government is delicately
weighing the matter, insisting that it
wants Soviet approval of the overflight so
that, in the words of one diplomat, “the
Soviets won't use it against us,” while qui-
etly letting it be known that Ankara would
settle for a grudging tacit acquiescence
from Moscow.

The U-2’'s—a generic name from the
1960’s, the aircraft are known today as the

term U-2. Francis Gary Powers, whose
U-2 was downed inside the Soviet Union in
1960 on a spy photo mission, took off from
Incirlik Air Base in southern Turkey.

lowed Turkey’s 1974 invasion of Cyprus,
Turks have been mistrustful of their total

- military reliance on Washington.

Mr. Ecevit is pursuing an active poliey
of detente with Rnssia and he is under
pressure from the extreme left wing of his
Republican Peoples party to avoid further
western military commitments.

The question became a volatile domes-
tic political issue after Mr. Ecevit de-

. scribed Turkey’s position to a journalist.
He was strongly attacked by the conserva-

TR-1-will fly 24 hours a day, in shifts -

from the British Akrotiri base on Cyprus
to snoop on Russian missile tests in Tyura-
tam, 1,000 miles across the border.

The Turkish chief of staff, Gen. Kenan
Evren, said last month that “under the
present circumstances we cannot allow
U-2 flights over Turkey. Evea if they gave
us $150 million, we can make po conces-
sions.” But the Foreign Ministty and-
Prime Minsiter Bulent Ecevit subsequent-
" 1y softened that position. ‘

U.S. efforts are now directed at the
Soviet Union, insisting that the U-2's fall
within the “pational means” of verifica-
tion mentioned in the SALT I treaty, as
much as the two ground-baved electronic
monitoring stations in Iran that Washing-
ton had counted on before they were lost
in that country’s revolution. Do

Soviet officials bave indicated they
would not agree to border ilights though
no formal reaction has beea received by
Washington. T A

“] expect we would be saying to
Soviets ‘Here is what we expect to use for

. verification to make the treaty work. If
you don’t like it, let us put 2 monitoring

Station inside the Soviet Union, ” an

“If they want to use the issue here, they: -

can destroy the treaty.” -

the.

tive opposition leader, Suleyman

Since the U.S. arms embargo thai fol- spoks

" Two dozen other US. facilities in Tur- :
key inciude relay and communications |
stations linked to these intalligence gath- :
ering posts, which are said to provide 30 |
per cent of American electronic intelli-
gence on the Soviet Union.

Observers here were amazed by the |
outspoken statements of Gen. Evren oo his |
return from an 18 day visit to the United
States and Canada. Th

i

of Representatives :
had changed a 350 million military grant |
tonl«no!thoumcmmm'(

{l:sré\mdcommmonthomucm‘ ,
en.

- The Turkish military is sensitive to the
difference between a grant and loan be-
cause 2 grant makes Turkey eligible for '
cut-rate purchases of US, surplus defense
equipment. - :

TurkishandU.S.ofﬂchhdenyﬂntany.

Demirel, | attempt has been made to link the U-3 :

who bad earlier said he would not exploit, permission with the military aid package '

toe issue,

Eow before Congress. But the atmos- .

~'The Americans would like to let the! Pherics of aid decisions can make it more

matter sit for about six months, until Mr.
Ecevit gets by crucial October elections
and has a chance to reconsolidate his mi-

or less difficuit for a struggling Turkish
government to grant that i :
A year will be needed to outfit enough

bly. ,
If Ankara’s approval becomes neces-
sary before then, to win U.S. Senate rati-
fication of the SALT treaty, it is believed
that Mr. Ecevit would grant it though he
would prefer to wait. In either case, the
agreement would be low-key, without for-
mal announcement.

Mr. Ecevit said he advised Washington
more than a year ago that the United
States and Moscow should discuss any
Turkish contribution to the verification of

SALT, although he was apparently re.
fering only to the intelligence-gathering
ground posts in Turkey at that time. The

United States still enforced a partial arms

embargo on Turkey at that time.
Two of those posts
monitoring SALT enforcement. Pirinclik

in eastarn Turkey can mouitor telemetry |
data from missiles, Sinop on the Black Sea
listens to communications that relate to .

will contribute. to |

|
|

|

missile launches. A third facility, Beibasi

near Ankara, gathers information ‘elated |
- tothe nuclear test ban treaty, :

Tke United States has quietly accepted |

needed to monitor missile tests, which:
could mean their active role wiil be lim.1
ited to three years or less. !
By 1983, the Unitad States is expected:
to have a new sateilite that wouid be able!
to collect almest all the data formeriy|
gathered by the sites in Iran. '
Haroid Brown, the- U.S. defense secre-
tary, concedes that U-2 flights along the;
Soviet border will not provide all the test
information previously collectsd by the
Iran posts. Nor will the large radio an-
tenna in Norway, combined with a satel.
lite, fill all the gaps, he said, though ade-
quate information will be available to pres’
‘ent Soviet cheating,. @ . e !

ek !
g amil de &7 0N 1
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~Staunchest opponents of the Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty 2 concede the

Washington Roundup

SALT Balance -

momentum in the ratification debate currently belongs to proponents because of a
carefully coordinated strategy calling for attachment of “understandings” to the
treaty (AwsT July 16, p. 24) that give the appearance of toughness. The'
understandings, which do not change the treaty or require Soviet agreement, are
tailored to the concerns of opponents. Opponents hope the momentum will shift when

Senate Armed Services hearings begin this week. Skepticism about the treaty is

considered greater in the Armed Services Committee than in the Senate Foreign .
Relations Committee where hearings are under way. ;
Opponents regarded an appearance by former Ambassador W. Averell Harriman
last week as a setback. Harriman warned that rejection of SALT 2 could lead to 2
hardline successor to Soviet Presidium Chairman Leonid I. Brezhnev, while accept-
ance could strengthen “the more reasonable group” of Soviet political leaders. But
Harriman conceded the Soviets have far excesded the conventional arms buildup
needed to protect eastern and western borders from invasion. Harriman supported a f
contention by Sen. George McGovern (D.-S. D.) that U.S. satellite reconnaissance
photos ought to be published in newspapers to show the American public this country’s .

verification capability. _ -~
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'SALT Abrogation Urged

AVIATION WEEK
23 July 1979

“iog.

On Verification Tampering

Washington— Abrogation of the Strategic !
Arms Limitation Talks 2 treaty by the |
U.S. upon probable evidence of Soviet
interference with U. S. national technical .
means of treaty verification has been |
demanded by Sen. Jacob K. Javits (R.- ,
N.Y.). )
“If we have grounds for not trusting |
them, I couldn't care less about the rest -of !
the stuff you have in here,” Sen. Javits ‘
told Defense Secretary Harold Brown |
during SALT 2 hearings before the Senate |
Foreign Relations Committee. o ‘
Brown told Sen. Javits a U. S. decision i
to abrogate, based on probable interfer- J

“ence by the Soviets, depends on how sure
the U.S. is of its information and the
seriousness of the intervention.

“I need more than that, and so does the
Senate,” Sen. Javits answered. Brown
then told the committes that interference
would be grounds to terminate the treaty.
Sen. Javits also won a promise of abroga-
tion from Brown if the Soviets convert
missiles in ways that violate SALT 2. The
position of Sen. Javits was supported by
Sen. Joseph R. Biden, Jr., (D.-Del.)."

Sen. Biden and Sen. John Glenn. (D.-
Ohio) were critical of the committee
chairman, Sen. Frank Church (D.-Ida.),
for allowing inadeguate time for questions
and answers during a closed hearing on
verification.

Sen. Glenn charged the committee held
its open hearing the following day without |

-adequate background information on ver-
ification of launch weight, throw weight,
yield and numbers of multiple indepen.
dently targetable warheads. simulations,
monitoring of the ban on 53-16 third-
stage production, mobile ICBMs and
determining the 5% size anc ~eight differ-
ence between new and old missiles. He
said he remains concerned :aat verifica-
tion capabilities are, in some instances,
still on the drawing boards. g

Latest changes or additions to the treaty |
that will be introduced in the Senate are: |

® An amendment by Sen. Jake Gm‘
(R.-Utah) banning all missile test telem- |
etry encoding. Administration witnessesl
have told the committee repeatedly the k
Soviets are not likely 1o decode telemetry |

Test Ban Shift

Washington—Soviets have reneged e
portion of the Comprehensive Test Ban
Treaty, now under negotiation, that
would sllow placement of U. 8. seismic
sensors on Soviet soil, Rep. Jack F.
Kemp (R.-N. Y.) seid last week.

Rep. Kemp, who leerned of the devel-
opment two weeks ago, said the Soviets
now insist only Soviet equipment be
instalied to aid In verification of Soviet
compliance.

Rep. Kemp cailed for canceilation of a
visit to the U. S. by Soviet scientists In
August to study American seismic tech-
nology. Me termed the scientists’ trip
“‘espionage’‘rather than scientitic stucy.

revealing technology not covered by the
treaty, such as missile guidance methods.
8 Sen. George McGovern (D.-S. Dak.)

said he will attach arms reduction legisla- .

tion to the SALT 2 resolution of ratifica-
tion to establish three things: a one-year
freeze on development or deploymtent of

additional strategic nuclear delivery vehi- '
:f'cles and warheads, annual reductions of

10% in the arsenals of both sides for three

years and a summit meeting every three .

years to review the percentage reductions. |

Brown did not try to defend the U.S.
ability to determine accurately whether
the Soviets hold to the SALT 2 require-
ment that new missiles not exceed 5% of
length, diameter and throw weight of the
older mussile. Instead, he noted that

missile growth could be 100% without 2 -

SALT 2 treaty. Treaty opponents and ,
‘-others doubt that the U. S. would be able !

i‘to detect changes smaller than 30%. -
Sen. McGovern added that the MX

‘missile, which be opposes as a “prepos- °

terous waste of dollars,” adds verification

iproblems to the treaty. Administration

{'sources have indicated the MX probably
will not be deployed before the treaty .

expires in 1985.

caught violating the treaty, adding the

that *“‘we’re on the run.”

Sen. Richard G. Lugar (R.-Ind.) said he
is not sure the Soviets will care if they are '

Sen. Richard Stone (D.-Fla.) said he -
doubts the U.S. has the willpower to .

treaty will give the world the perception

prosecute a case of violation quickly and
fully before the Standing Consultative
Commission, based on the record during

SALT 1.

Sen. Jesse Helms (.R.-V.C.) said he is

concerned that the Soviets will convert
S$S-20 missiles, which have limited range

for use as a mobile theater ballistic .

missile, to SS-16 intercontinental missiles
“at night.” The SS-20 uses the first two
stages of the SS-16. All that is necessary

for an SS-20 to become an intercontinen- |
tzl missile is attachment of the SS-16 :

third stage. Brown said he could not
address Helms' concerns in public, but

said the Soviets “can’t get away with it.”
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lPact Debate Shzﬁs to Armed Services Panel
Debating the Treaty

Skeptical Senators Seek l
[ to Pick Holes in Case |
Presented by Brown E

By CHARLES Momt : : i

Special to The New York Times kX

“‘I'he treaty appears to be grossly
unequal and .it may presage the
emergence of Soviet nuclear superi-
ority in the early 1980’s.’” — Senator
John Tower, Republicanof Texas., -

L

‘“Thers is a strong presumption in

WASHINGTON, July 23 — Senators|]' favor of this treaty. The critics of .

cnticalotthemmgicarmsumtywimi

SALT are embarrassed by their own:

the Soviet Union today attempted to pick | ; premises. The more pessimistic they

holes in the Government's case forthe ac- -

cord as discussion shifted to t.h.Armod
Services Committes. .

v:luable SAL'I‘ restriedom on_that .’

are about the Soviet threat, the more - -

C anee e me el

‘threat are.” —

Senator Gary Hart,
Democrat of Colorado. .

“The burden of pruot on SALT I

rests with. the proponents. While I

. won’t rule out the notion that a good )

caseumadeforSAL‘l‘Il I just want

" to put the committes on notice that
- this will take, as we say back bome, 2

heap of doing.’*- — Senator.

Goldwam Repubumomnm

r— e . e e . —— ¢ e

i However, thers was also uucnlau de-f-
| fense of the treaty, and one conservative, |-
| Senator Barry M. Goldwater, Republican
of Arizona, said secret testimony on veri-
! fication bad satistied some of his doubts
“tothepo!ntwherelwuudmtbcmc-
ercised over it now.”’
of Defense Hmld ‘Brown;in|
many hours of , made the same
points he had made previouslybdonthe
Foreign Relations Committee, asserting
tbatthen'atywundtendtohmitthe
-Soviet military arsenal.

The Armed Services Commitm does
not have formal jurisdiction, but some of
its members, by virtue of their position,
know more abouz strategic weapons and |
strategic doctrine than some of the mem-
bers of the Foreign Relations Committee.

Foreign Relations Panel Today.

The Armed Services Committee hear-+
ings will continue for the rest of this week
and pick up again in September, after the
summer recess. The Foreign Relations
Comumittee will resume its heatlngs
tomorrow.

TodayssuaionintbeAmod Scrvieu
Committtee did not produce as much in
the way- of argumentative ﬂmorb as|
some had expected.

Senator Henry, M. Jackson, Democnt
ofWashingtun,whoismnvowedappo-
nent of the treaty, said it did not establish
equal levels of effective nuclear force, as
.required by a law enacted in 1972. He said
Secretary Brown was using scare tactics
and was exaggerating probable Soviet
mmurydwelopmmumn'utym
rejected..

Senam]ohn‘rmrofhns,tbennk-

followed a line of that
showedhecoasideredlwvdictadvu!mr
ability of United States iand-based mis-
siles in the early 1980’s to be a greater
threat to the strategic balance tben did
Secretary Brown. =

Auudlngmthoe:d:tmofsubmaﬁno-

ing Republican on the committee; also|"

“worries about ver!ﬂabdity had been com-
- pletely dissipated, but he made clear that
they had been significantly diminished.

He urged Secretary Brown to consider
the advisability of an amendment that
would count the Soviet-TU-22M bomber,
called Backfirei 1;1 the West,asa st.rategxe
weapon, even if it were:necessary t
count more than 100 United States FB-lll
bombers as strategic weapons also. Sena-
tor Goldwater seemed to imply that such
an amendment would make the treaty
easier to guide to {inal Senate approval.

Mr. Brown said he could see no way to
write such an amendment that would be
-militarily profitable to the United States,
adding that opening up the Backfire issue
might open other issues the United States
had settied to its advantage.

In ancther potentiaily significant step,
.the committee chairman, Senator John
C. Stennis, Democrat of Mississippi, said}
the array of nuclear weapons possessed
by the United States and the Soviet Union
was so vast that the two es are *‘ac-
- tually driven”’ éo this trt;:ty ‘‘or a similar

lest each destroy theother.”

st%!;’hiletlns wasbynomennsapledgeot
support for the treaty, it tended to under-
line an appraisal by a pro-treaty source
"that Senator Stennis was “horrified by
the prospect of nuclear war”’ and might
be a possible “yes vote.””
* Senator Sam Nunn, Democrat of Geor-
gia, a key figure in the Senate debate,
gave few hints today of how he viewed the
truzrsut he indicated that he might

the pact if the Government com-
‘ mitted isself to gruter mﬂxtary quxd-
ing.
Brown Notes Erosionby lnﬂaden T

In response to Mr: Nunn’s quadons.
' Mr. Brown said-planned increases in
spending had been eroded by inflation to
less than 2 percent a year. Mr. Nunn said
- he boped that, at some point, the Defense

Jump up snd down.” Mr. Brown said that
to jump upand down was not his style,

But he added that, if Soviet spending
continued to.increase without- appropri:
ate American- budgst increases, there.
was 2 risk that the Russians nn;h: be-
come militarily superior.

Overall, Secretary Brown was not as
ml.ghly handled as some peopie had ex-
pected. However, a number of committee
members, asked probing quastions indi-
cating that they found a good many short--
comings in both the treaty and in the Gov.-
ernment’s arguments forit. ¢

Such questions were asked by Senators
William S. Cohen of Maine, Gordon J..
Humphrey of New Hampshire and Roger.
W. Jepsen of Iowa, all Republicans.
Among the Democrats who raised ques-
tions about the value of the treaty was
Howard W. Cannon of Nevada.

Secretary would “go public and start to

. launched missiles and bombers in addi-
tion to the ICBM's, Mr. Brown said atone
point, “ICBM vulnerability is not the
same thing as the vulnmbinty ot ths
United States.”’

On the other hand, Senator JohnC le-
ver, Democrat of Iowa, and Senator Gary
Hart, Democrat of Colorado, used their:
allotted question time to esubush that
the treaty placed worthwhile restraints
on the Sgviet Union while not signifi.
cantly precluding the modetniation of
United States systems. ’

Senator Goldwatd' dsdnot t say thl!his
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3rown Defends SALT II Before Its

Critics on Senate Panel

By Robert G. Kaiser :
Washington Post Staff Writer .

Critics of SALT II'on the Senate
Armed Services Committee yesterday
pressed Defense Secretary Harold
Brown on imbalances and omissions
in the new treaty, suggesting that it is
unfair to the United States. )

It was harsher criticism of SALT IT
than Brown heard. earlier from the
Foreign Relations Committee, but few
new points were raised, and Brown |
disputed the critics, invoking analyses;
and statistics to argue that the treaty|
is fair and useful. _ ) ‘

Sen. Henry M. Jackson (D-Wash.),
-~ author of a congressional resolution
-adopted in 1972 that said SALT II|
" should provide for-equal Soviet and |
American strategic forces, yesterday-
told Brown the new treaty fails toI
meet that standard. Brown disagreed. |

Sen. Gary Hart (D-Cole.), a sup-
porter of the treaty, elicted from|
Brown the prediction that the Soviet{
Union might deploy 13,000 to 18,000!
nuclear bombs by 1985 if- SALT II is
rejected, 10,000 of them on systems
accurate enough to destroy U.S. land-:
baséd missiles in their silos. With the!
treaty. those numbers would be 9,500
and 6,000, Brown said. - - -

Hart said the figures: demonstrated |
the value of the treaty. He challenged|
critics to show how the Soviet threat,
could be reduced by rejecting the
treaty, or what U.S.. strategic' pro-

grams were prohibited by the pact.
But the critics on the committee de-
clihed this . challenge, . concentrating
instead on specific aspects of SALT 1I
that they think favor-the Soviet: Un-
ion. This was the theme Jackson key-
noted with his charge that the new
treaty fails to-meet the test of his 1972
resolution calling for- equality, -
The resolution called on the- execu-
tive branch to negotiate a SALT"IE{
that provided for equal levels of inter-
continental strategic- forges.. SALT I
does provide that both sides can have:
2,250 strategic - weapons- hunch_em,in
1982 ' . o RN X ¥
Jackson said floér debate~in 1972
showed that the Senate wanted equal-
ity “taking account of throw-weight’”
—the payload each superpower’s rock-
ets can deliver to the territory of the
other. SALT II permits the Soviets to":
maintain a large. lead in this category. !
Brown: responded - that: SALT II |
granted the Soviets some advantages !
and the Americans: some: advantages, |

PR
B

which he said balanced out, leaving i
an equal agreement. Jackson rejected :
that view: I

“A team of giants and a team of |
dwarfs might have equal numbers of |
players ... but they are hardly
equal,” Jackson said. Brown later re-
plied: “If' the dwarfs are" just as
strong and agile and able as the gi-
ants, that's not an unequal situation.™ !

Later, Sen.. John C. Culver (D-Iowa)|
contended " that.. the Soviets’ throw-|
weight advantage was largely neutral- |
ized by SALT II's. limits on the num-
ber of individual warheads or nuclear
weapons that could be placed on a sin-

gle rocket. These limits prevented the
Soviets from taking fuil advantage of
their heavy Trockets ‘and - superior
throw-weight, Culver said. .

Sen. John W. Warner (R-Va.) raised-
a new point in the hearings when he
asked Brown about 75 older Soviet
submarines that carry about 300 short-;
range cruise missiles, or pilotless|
drones. : S

Couldn’t these be used to attack:'
coastal cities in the United States:
with lethal effect;’ Warner asked?|
Brown said that hypothetically they '
could, but that the submarines in ques-:
tion were deployed for use against!
shipping at sea, not land targets. He|
noted that the Soviets once deployed |
these old submarines near American|
coastlines, but dropped that once they|
had their':own submarine-launched |
ballistic missiles, which could better|
be used to attack the American main-|
land. . . ocer oo L i

Culver later said that' those Soviet!
csubmarine missiles were comparableL
to an American model from the 1930s

that can now be.found only in “the)\

naval museum.” .: :..w.oweiincoe
Several senators. pressed Brown on|
the treaty’s failure to: cover.the Sovi- |
ets’ medium-to-long range Backfire
bomber. Brown. repeated that th
Backfire, . like U.S..nuclear. weapons

t
'
i
'

based in Europe and the Sovietst
“heavy” supermissiles, was one of thcz
areas removed from the treaty in a:
series of compromises. ) |
. Sen. Barry Goldwater (R-Ariz.), one
of the senators who raised the Back-{
fire issue, revealed yesterday that he
has now been satistied that- verifi-
cation of SALT II is not a nm'orq
problem. Goldwater is a senior mem-:
ber of the Intelligence Committee.

Sen. Sam Nunn (D-Ga.), whose vote-
on SALT II .is regarded as crucial.
failed to tip his hand yesterday, using
his questioning time to query. Broawn
on defense issues not specifically cov-
ered by the new treaty. Committee;
Chairman John C. Stennis (D-Miss.),.
another key vote, was friendly to
Brown and did not reveal his feelings.
about SALT IL. " _.. . . . S
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documents the senator thinks will
help his case against the treaty. ’
Making the request through the |
‘ committee, Jackson asked Brown for !
Ggid water .. . documentsin three categories: !
¢ Memoranda from the Joint Chiefs |
.of Staff setting forth their views on |

tases Siand the military issies in the SALT ne- ;

® Cable traffic between the U.S.
' SALT negotiating team and Washing-

n 4 ton bearing on the negotiating
hwéory of txﬂ‘e&ty prowsnga:; {

. . ® Copies of the “joint t text” at

B&Kﬁ“&:&tgﬂﬁg .'r"' : . various stages of the negotiations.
y ... The joint draft text was the working -
Sen. Barry Goldwater, vice chair- SALT negotiating document, con-
man of the Senate Intelligence Com- taining both agreed upon language
mittee, has given the Carter admin-  and provisions on which the two
istration a potential-boostin its at-  sjdes disagreed. Viewed at various
tempt to gain ranficqtlon 0; its SALT - Stages, the text would provide “snap-

Il treaty with the Soviet Union. - shots” of the negotiations.

The intelligence panel has been Brown wrote back, in effect refus-
conducting its own examination of ing the memoranda from the chiefs.
the issue of treaty verification, the He said they would respond to ques-

term for the ability of the United tiongwhen they appeared before the -
States to determine if the Soviet) commtt

Union is cheating. L

Goldwater, who is also a member The secretary said the requested
of the Senate Armed Services COm-  capjeq weren’t under his jurisdic- | ‘

mittee, indicated at a meeting of that. tion, but added that it was not State |
panel yesterday that his questions  pepartment practice to turn over

on the issue are being answered. . 'dav. .
He was concerned about verifica' _day-to-day cable traffic. This infor:

tion, Goldwater said, but, “I've had: mation, too, could be had from wit- ’l" [
that overcome to the point where I nesses underquestioning, he gaid. 1 ,

wouldn t be too exercised over 1t| Brown did indicate that copies of .
now.” i the joint draft text would be made -
The verification issue is a contro- available. .
versial one that is important to Brown's letter came up at the . _n
treaty ratification. At least one sena- hearing and Jackson cautioned :
tor, John Glenn, D-Ohio; has indi- against using an “executive privi- .
cated his vote depends on satisfying - Jege” argument against supplymg )
his considerable skepticism about thedocuments. - - -
verification. Jackson received-support from §
The administration hopes to get a Republican William Cohen of Maine * !
positive report from the intelligence yhq served on the House Judiciary - |
panel with Goldwater concurring in  Committee that recommended arti- ||
1ts findings. - cles of impeachment against Rich- -
If Goldwater’s verification com- ard Nixon before bemg elected to
ments were encouraging for the ad- - 1heSenate. . .. - ‘
ministration, there where others,. » Cohen crmcxzed Browa's’ re-
from the Arizona Republican. and sponse and was prompted to recall ;
elsewhere, thatwerenot.- ... - ‘the edijted transcripts that Nixon.
Jackson Opens Bmla .7~ . offered the Congress when it was de-

the unedited versxons of
The expected battle with SALT I -- Landing the unedited ve,

critic Sen. Henry Jackson, D-Wash.,- Brown, while.not indicating thel
was joined as the armed Services  ;.cuments would be forthcommg,.
panel opened its own consideration said he would be “glad to consider
of the treaty. how we can make the substance of
Jackson and Defense Secretary - the 1nformanon avauable to tlns
Harold Brown tangled over, among * committee.”
other things, a Droad-ranging re-  “’Einiier Goldwater had said he felt
quest from Jacksotwfor SALT-related - yp o 'fajlure to count the Soviet super-
T - : sonic bomber called the Backfire in
the treaty limits.was coming to He
the No. 1 hurdle to Senate ratifica-4
tion. T o

N
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Nation

Spies in the Sky

The fate of SALT II may
depend on “verification”

ill the U.S. be able to catch the So-

WViets if they cheat under the SALT II
treaty? The answer may determine the
fate of the arms limitation accord in the
Senate. As the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee ended its second week of hearings
on the pact, Delaware Democrat Joseph
Biden said last week: “Verification is go-
ing to be the cutting issue of the com-
mittee’s vote on the treaty and ultimately
on the Senate floor.”

What has made verification so con-
troversial was the loss early this year of
two important CIA listening posts in Iran,
close to the U.S.S.R. border. From these
sites, U.S. computers and other electronic
devices in tandem with spy satellites had
been able to monitor most Soviet missile
test-firings and hence learn, among other
things, the weapons’ length, diameter and

- launchweight. This is precisely the kind

of information that will be essential for de-
termining whether Moscow abides by a
crucial SALT II restriction: increasing or
decreasing key characteristics of an ex-
isting intercontinental ballistic missile by
more than 5% would classify that ICBM
as a “new missile.” SALT II allows each
side only one “new” ICBM.

Despite the loss of the Iranian sites,
the Administration insists that the U.S.
can adequately verify the arms pact. At
last week’s hearings, Defense Secretary
Harold Brown emphasized that U.S. spy
satellites and other means of gathering in-
telligence keep close tabs on the devel-
opment, testing and deployment of all So-
viet strategic arms. He even claimed that
every new Soviet ICBM is detected while
still on the Kremlin’s drawing boards,
presumably a rare public allusion to U.S.
cloak-and-dagger activities inside the
U.S.S.R. Pointing out that development
of a new missile system takes about a dec-
ade and requires some 20 to 30 test flights,
Brown said: “It i3 .nconceivable to me that
the Soviets couid develop, produce, test
and deploy a new ICBM in a way that
would evade ipis monitoring network.”
(Even as Brown was discussing Soviet
testing, the deadly U.S. air-launched
cruise missile was beginning a crucial
phase of development. See SCIENCE.)

B rown’s assurances did not satisfy Sen-
ator John Glenn, the Ohio Democrat
who has devoted hundreds of hours to
studying the complex verification issue.
As a former astronaut with some first-
hand knowledge of how highly ‘sophis-
ticated electronic devices work—or fail
—G@Glenn is looked to for guidance on
verification by many of his Senate col-
leagues. Said Glenn last week: “I want
to vote for SALT, but I want to know
that the Soviets are living un to it.” He

— Approved For Release 2009/04/28 : CIA- RDPO5SOO620ROOO501270001 -6

believes that the loss of the Iranian posts

left the U.S. with no way of sufficiently

monitoring Soviet missile testing. He fears
that the U.S. will have more trouble in-
tercepting Soviet telemetry, the perfor-
mance data beamed back to earth by
the test missile. Noted Glenn: “Brown
tends to minimize the importance of te-
lemetry. while analysts say that telemetry
iskey.”

To allay his doubts, Glenn is con-
sidering proposing three reservations to
be attached to the Senate bill approving
the arms pact. One would urge Moscow

not to encrypt any of its telemetry. The
second would require the Administration :

to inform Congress whenever it brought
complaints about possible Soviet cheating
to the Standing Consultative Commission,

‘Skeptical Senator John Glenn

Still worried about Russian cheating.

a US.-Soviet body that deals with
charges of treaty violations. Because nei-
ther of these reservations would be bind-
ing on Moscow, they probably would
not require new negotiations with the
Kremlin.

That almost certainly would not be
the case with Glenn’s third reservation: a

2
»
=
»
=
%
»
~
=
-~
=

requirement that Moscow give advance :

notice of all its ICBM tests. The U.S. al-

ready gives notice, primarily because :
American test missiles fly over interna- :

tional waters. Advance Soviet notice, ar-

gued Glenn, would enable the Pentagon :

to get the maximum number of satellites,

‘7‘

planes and ships in place to monitor the
Soviet tests, thus significantly compensat- .

ing for the capabilities lost in Iran. But it
is very likely, according to State Depart-
ment aides, that Moscow would balk at
such a condition. Glenn’s reservation
could become the kind of killer amend-
ment that SALT advocates fear may doom

tha traaty
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~ Clayton Fritchey

Common Sense on SALT

Gerard Smith is a distinguished cor-
poration lawyer-diplomat, who served
under President Nixon as director of
the Arms Control and Disarmament,
Agency, as well as chief negotiator of
SALT L He also served in the Stats Des|
partment under President Eisenhower
as chief of policy planning. In refere
enceto SALT II, he says: -

“While the Senate alone has the con-
stitutional mandate to give its advice

and consent to treaty ratification, the| -

collective common sense of the Ameri~
can people, all of whom have a very
high personal stake in the outcome,
will also be of crucial importance.”

It is a timely warning to the public
not to ignore the debate on limiting
strategic arms simply because it is sup-
posed to be so complicated, so technical
and recondite, as to be over the heads
of most citizens.

President Carter acknowledges that

the details of the treaty are formidable,
but he also notes that the fundamentals
“are not so complex.” And he too says,
“When all is said and done, SALT I isa
matter of common sense.”

The hearings before the Senate For.
eign Relations Committee seem to bear
this out, for the essence of the contlict-
ing testimony, after being exposed to
informed senatorial questioning, is not
beyond popular understanding. In the
end, it will come down to the public
having to decide whose word to take.
That’s where common sense hopefuily
will prevail.

Will the people, for instance, ultt-',

mately rely on the advice and recom-,
mmdthommotm
who on balance ars unanimously for |
the treaty, or will they be more ime
pressed by the objections af Lt Gen.
Edward Rowny, who for s3ix years
represented the Joint Chiefs on- the.
SALT negotiating team? - )

The Joint Chiefs are composed of the-
head of each of the four services, plus
the chairman, Air Force Gen. David
Jones. After prolonged study on their
own plus the advice of the Pentagon’s
many experienced arms experts, the

chiefs formally told the Foreign Rela- |

tions Committee that “all of us judge
that the agreement which the presi.
dent signed in Vienna is in the United -
States’ national inzemt. -and menm
Your support.” . .

‘might be honest differences of opinion.

Then came Gen. Rowny, who re-
signed from the Army on June 30. Al-
though supposedly the representative
of the chiefs on the negotiating team, .
Rowny has long been identified with
the powerful cold-warrior congres-
sional bloc, whose influence was instru-

mental in getting him the SALT job in |

the first place.

Rowny ' flatly told the senaxors the
treaty was “not in the best interests of
the U.S.” He would not concede there|

“The emerging treaty,” he bluntly
charged, “is not in our interests since it
is  inequitable, unverifiable, under-
‘mines deterrents, contributes to insta-
bility and could adversely affect NATO
and Allied coherence.”

The clear implication was that the
chiefs and other backers of the treaty
‘were either retarded, or indifferent to
the security of the United States, or
both. Sen. Edmund Muskie observed
that Rowny was maldng “serious
charges.” -

. 'The senator asked the general how
he alone, among the negotiators, knew
the United States could have got a bet.
ter deal. Rowny’s answer was that “the
people who negotiated this thing at Ge-
neva at times had their hands tied”—an
unsupported insinuation that his col-
leagues had compromised their convie-

tions.

The Rowny indictment reflected not
only on the Joint Chiefs but on all the
officials (Republican and Democrat,
alike) who have been supporting SALT'
pacts, including the last three presis
dents of the United States, the various
arms-contros directors and thn several
chief SALT negotiators. SR

Whatever the shortcommgs of SALT
11, it is generally conceded to be an im-
provement over SALT I, ‘which was
ratified by the Senate by a vote of 88 to
2. Rowny says the new treaty is not ver-
ifiable, but even Paul Nitze, the super
SALT critic seems undisturbed by this

issue “because the limits are so high -
that what could be gained by cheating -

against them would not appear to be
strategically significant.”

i
i
i
{
|
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i
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Gerard Smith notes the SALT agree-
ments have been in force since 1972
without violations. He also asks: If
SALT II gives the Russians all the best
of it, as the critics contend, why did

~ they sit on it? In respect to Rowny's

charges that the treaty could be a blow
to NATO, the best answer is that the
NATO defense ministers have already
endorsed the agreement.

_ Larry Smith, a strategic affairs spe
cialist, believes that SALT can make
the use of nuclear weapons less likely,
but doubts that this can be demon-
strated mathematically or through so-
phisticated war-game analysis.

“But somehow,” he says, “we all
know deep down in our gut that the
simple premise of SALT is the recogni-
tion by both nations, indeed the entire
human race, that we have a desperate
stake in avoiding nuclear war.” In
short a matter of common sense.

©1973, Newsday
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By RICHARD LANRENCE

Journal of Commerce Staff

WASHINGTON — A Soviet
eccnomic slowdown may force .
xrernlin leaders to try harder
to cultivate trade relations:
with the West in the 1980s, -
according to a Central Intelli-
gence Agency report released
this weekend. i

The report, given to the
Joint Economic Committee of .
Congress a month ago but kept |
confidential until now, said !
that “Moscow will need im-;
ports from the West more
than ever before,” inciuding
grains. pipe and other s:zel .
products, machinery and.
equipment, and a ‘‘wide range 1
cf oil and gas technology.”

The Soviets, the' report sug-
gests, probably will step up
efforts to negotiate “compen-
sation agreements’’ with:
Western firms, in which the |
firms provxde equipment and .
technology in return for ihe-
produced goods. The Soviets
aiso may have to ‘‘increase
markedly” their medium- and .
long-term debt to the West
the report said.

More borrowings from the '
West and the compensation
agreements is the most likely !
wiay the Soviets would try to
offset their projected decline
in oil export receipts, accord-
ing to the CIA. ,

‘Evenhanded™ Approach |

Meanwhile, a group of Bi
prominent Americans, headed :
by Deere & Co. Chairman :
Viliam Hewitt, urged the Car-
ter administration to persist
in an “evenhanded’’ approacn

" to the Soviet Union and China

in “‘such broad policies as the
granting of most favored na- |
tion trade status and the.
ability to apply for Export-.
Import Bank financing.” i

The panel, representing the-
privately constituted United’
Nations Association, also sug--
gested, however, that’ China:
and the U.S.S.R. not be treat-
ed. equally in all trade mat-
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ters. Noting that the Soviet:
Union is more developed than |
China, it said “*a mechanically :
applied policy of evenhanded-
ness in such fields as trace:
opportunities and transfer of,
technology would serve to.
widen the gap between the:
two, disproportionately ben- |
efiting the Soviet Union.”

The panel's recommenda-

tions were submitted to Secre- |

tary of State Cyrus Vance,
who reportedly favors a bal-
anced approach to the two
Communist powers, at least‘as
regards tariffs and Eximbank
financing.

At this point, however, the
Carter administration. is ex-
pected to ask Congress to
approve a trade agreement
only with China. Soviet emi-
gration policy has complicated
chances of a U.S.-Soviet trade
pact.

In general, the CIA report
provides a bleak economic
outlook for the Soviets over
the next decade. Soviet lead-
ers will be forced to make
hard policy choices in allocat-
ing their nation’s resources, it
said. Either the Soviets will
have to slow down industrial
investment, further curb con-
sumption, or pare back de-
fense spending, the report
suggests.

The CIA said it expects
Soviet Gross National Product
(GNP) to grow at less-than 3

percent a year over the next
few years — down from an.
earlier estimated 4. perceny
growth rate — and then fall tdt
one or 2 percent a year by the

mid-1980's. “There is ever¥|

reason to believe,” it said}:

“that a continued decline i}

the rate of Soviet growth is
mevxtable through most of the:
1980's. 1
The CIA cited impending
energy and labor shortages.
sluggish productivity, rising
resource costs, and a general-
ly inefficient p’ :nning system |

. as behind the di.mal economic i
" outlock. The S¢ et oil indus- |

USSR Seen Needmﬁ
lore Western Trad-e:

CIA Report Forecasts Slowdown

o

try. it said, “mav have en-
terad a nu-growth s:age this
year, to be foilowed by steady
production declines beginning:
as early as rext vear.” The
CIA aiso foresees “'shortfails”
in the coal and nuclear power
industries in the 1980's. Ard so:
far, it said, there has been noi
“‘major effort” to shiit more:
to ratural gas. |

In the first five months this
year, the CIA reported, Soviet
output of steel, cement, nonJ

ferrous metals, mineral fertil-
izers and pesticides wer
below year-earlier levels, and:
average daily oil productio
dectined ‘‘for the first time i:’
Soviet history.” i
The CIA predicted ‘'large”
Soviet grain demand this year,|

‘becausg of poor weather con-

ditions. The Soviet croo willl
be “considerably helow’ the:
1976-78 average of 219 rmlhon‘
tons. it said.
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C1A Lowers Projection of
Soviet Economic Growth,

£rom Times Wirs Services

WASHINGTON- e Central Intelligence Agency has
Io ~ered 1S oro;ecuo *f Soviet economic growta, saying

ke nation suffers fro. rising costs of resources and f. faces.
e"-""y and labor shor ~es.

in a congression: oriefing, CIA Director Stansfield
Turner said the agency expecz.ed the Soviet gross national
product to grow at a rate of less than 3% annually over the
M:s* few years—down from an estimate made last year of

4% —and then to fall more gradually. -

The ClA said that agriculture and energy proolems
would pese “a major econornic headache for the Soviet
leacership” and that worsening economic conditions could
focce changes 1.n Russia’s foreign trade pohcy xn the next
decade. '

“Moscow vnu need imports from the West more than
ever before and tne ieadership may be- forced to abandon
its current conservaive- stance r.oward_ trage- wuh the .
West.” Turner said.” "

“Overall. there is every reason to beheve that. a con-
tinued decline in tae rate of Soviet economic powth is m«
evitable through most of the 1980s.” .- . .

Turner. predxcted that Soviet economic growﬂr could
drop below 1%.in the mid-1980s if oxl producuon faus be-.
low 8 miilion barrels a day. 1'

' The CIA forecast [ast.year that the Sovxet econamy was |
entering a.period of substantiaily reduced growth and, 2t
that time, made the prediction of 4%. His latest estimate:!
was made before the joint economic subcommittee on pri-.
crities and economy in government on June 26. and was-
released Sanmday by Sen. William Proxrmre (D-Wis.), Lhe:
panel’s chairman. -~ -~~~ Cameandged

“Turner said Soviet orowth had been brought. most to a
standstill - by severely cold weather last winter. The-|
weather conditions increased energy demand, curtailed
production and took a heavy toll on agriculture. - -

As a result;-he said, 1979 grain production will be “con- .
siderably below” last year's record crop; and.“we expect a .
large grain import demand-for Western supplies.” ,

-He said the Soviet economy was plagued by slow growth | !
of the labor force and capxtal stock plus poor producuvuy |
PG |

at.a i
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BONE UP ON CHESS STRATEGY

CIA Offers Tips on Soviet ‘Talks;_-tr

WASHINGTON (UPI)~The CIA
has some advice for those who nego-
tiate with the Soviets: Bone up on
chess strategy. Be
“whipsaw” and the “foot-drag.” Keep
your eye on the interpreter.

The intelligence agency has put out
these tips in an exhaustive study of
Soviet strategy and - tacti¢s in eco-
nomi¢ and commercial negotiations.
But the same principles apply to other
kinds of negotiations,

The study said the Russians pre-

pare meticulously for their talks with

Americans,

“The result of this advance work -
closely resembles a chess Strategy in

its. step-by-step program for negoti-
ating success,” it said.
The usual Soviet group is a tightly

disciplined team of veteran negotia- -

tors, backed up by young technicians.
It is trained to operate on the as-

sumption that the U.S. team will re- -

gard compromise as desirable and in-

ready for the

evitable and will be deeply frustrated

" when quick agreement does not.

emerge.
The Soviets, on the other hand,

“pride themselves on being great ‘sit- -

ters’ and they believe that this in-
duces major concessions” from the
impatient Americans. -

The CIA study lists some familiar -

Soviet ploys:

- =“The shopping list." :They will .

open with highly exaggerated de-
mands. Eventually, they concede on

some concessions.

—“The padded lst.” The initial So-
viet proposals make the same point in

- several redundant sections. Thus; .

they can ostensibly give away some

—“The foot dragger.” One Soviet

points without really sacrificing any-

Y

negotiator plays the role of the “hea-
vy,” refusing all compromise. Finally,
the team chief intercedes as “bene-:
volent mediator,”. offering comprom-- ,
ise. The tactic appears to be a vatia-.

- tion of the “good-cop, bad-cop” rou-:

tine used in criminal interrogations. |

- ==“The whipsaw.” The Soviets will
often try to play one-U.S. firm against
another by dealing with both simuj-
taneously, meanwhile letting negotia-i

tions drag on for years.mMm?:w's me|

.. assume time works in their favor. .
the extraneous points and insist' the - YTy o

US. side “even up the. tally” with.

‘The CIA study said the Russiansf

_often use social occasions o size up|
personality weaknesses among :j

The Soviet interpreters, it said,
an integral part of the negotiating:
team. They often have-long exper-:
ience - with "Americans, alerting the
Soviet team leader to any changes ini

~ the US. positions' and feeding back;

information_gleaned during recesses!
and social occasions. < "0 | ;¢ ¢

Generally, the study said, the So-
viets prefer a loosely worded agree-
ment so that it can-be-construed to

their advantage, - = 5

It also said Americans can assume
some of the “silent extras” in Mos--
cow'’s delegation are KGB secret po- !
licemen, there to keep an. eye on the -
Soviets—especially'- in negotiations
conducted abroad. - -.-: -

One Soviet weak point the CIA
said, is rivalry among - the- various .
tgac};grmnem agencies involved in the !

— ———

The Russians< alsoget “nervous.:
when the Americans change negoti- |
ating personnel: -/ . T
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CIA Sees Soviet Growth Lag '?

Associated Press o :

The ClA has lowered its estimate of the Soviet
Unton’s economic growth and predicts Kremlin
ieaders “will have to make the best of a bad situa-
tion” through the 1980s, according to congres-
sional testimony released yesterday.

The latest assessment says agriculture and’

energy problems will.pose “‘a major economic
headache for the Soviet leadership” and that wors-
ening economic conditions will force changes in
Russia’s foreign trade policy in the next decade.

“Moscow will need imports from the West more
than ever before and the leadership may. be forced
1o abandon its current conservative stance toward
trade with the West,” said.CIA Director Stansfield
Turner. 4 O Latt

“Overall, there is every reason to believe that a
continued decline in the rate of Soviet economic
growth is inevitable through most of the 1980s,”
Turner said. i e

Turner predicted the:Soviets™ total economic
output will grow less than 3 percent annually over
the nextfew years “and then fall gradually.”

Severe Winter Cited . .. . =

Cedde ) SR
percent in the mid-1980s, he said, if its oil prodic-
tion declines below 8 million barrels a day.;:‘
Last year, the CIA forerast the S¢viet economy
was entering a period of substantially reduced

growth with an annual economtic output of 4 per-

i Tl S e 5 e aiRLA b

Cent}f;}&'“;

Turner’s latest estimate was made before the
Joint Economic subcommittee on priorities and
economy in government on June 26, and was
released yesterday by Sen. William Proxmire, D-
Wisc,, the panel's chairman. .

Turner said Soviet economic growth was |
brought to a near standstill by the severe weather :
last winter: - ‘ ;

Adverse weather conditiors increased energy

‘demand, curtailed production and took a heavy
toll on agricuiture, Turner said.

As a result, he said, 1979 grain production will
be “considerably below” last year’s record crop,
and “we-expect a large grain import demand for

. Western supplies.”

Energy Picture Clouded B »

He said the Soviet economy is plagued by slow
growth of the labor force and capital stock, plus
poor productivity.. :

“In addition, the energy shortage will mean that

-- the Soviets cafnnlot operate all their plant and
L : oo Lo oe o equipment at full capacity which, i rn, wi
Russia’s economtic. growth could drop below 1> e w pacity n turn, will

accelerate the downward trends which we previ-
ously projected for the 1980s,” Turner testified.

He said the Soviet oil industry “may have
entered a no-growth stage this year, followed by |
steady production declines beginning as early as
nextyear.”

In addition, he said.““the Soviet energy picmi'e .

. in the 1980s will be:‘clouded by shortfalls in the

coal and nuclear power industries:=—thereby
limiting the possibilities for inter-fuel substitu-_
tion for oil.” “ D ]

hits B
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]
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1 ONG BLACKOUT
China Bares |
Its Economic
Facts of Life

BY LINDA MATHEWS '+ Aifer sdbjecting thie-new ‘staﬁsﬁuj

L Imeasemwder . "».t:mmnsi_v:ml iny;rthe-State- De—

W ASHINGTON—China, endin 3 P T winas o S %
t_:_lackout. that lasted two-decades, has “We have- quibbles .-witlf"sdm;bf“
finally given-the world 3 revealing - the figres; and there are others we'd:|

1ook at its economic vital Statistics. - * - Jike to understand better; but there is -
In a startling series of ecopomic e~ no reason to doubt their accuracy?” a
pom.’the Bem gwment has re--- govmm amlm said, - IV

cent weeks disciosed everything from v o
the size of its budget and trade deficit . _ Vha! emerges from the economic |
to its-annual of bicycles and- revelations is a portrait of a country |

soap- powder, maiters that had long . thatleadsthe world not only in popu-

been classified a3 state secrets. - il . dation (958 million) but in gramn and
The State: Statistical Bureau, an. Pork production as well. Beying's in- |

agency dismantled during the Cultux- | dustrial output also commands re-

al Revolution and only-recently-re- soect, for it appears that. despite and--
Sived. even reported the number of = Guated machinery and obsolete tech-
records ‘set by Chinese- athletes in ! nology, China now ranks third in coal

1978. There were 171 of them, the | production, fiith in steel and among
the top tenin crudeoil. ~ -

bureau said, five world marks and the |
wore ~ 4 ‘The Chinese economy has substan-

Thousands of figures poured out of'| tially .recovered from the political
China: during the- recent National turmoil and ideological strife. of the
People’s Congress, as the ‘lead | last decade. In the 22 years since the
peeled: the- wraps off the-pati | death of Mao Zedong and the purge of
latest production- quotas | his radical widow, Jiang Qing. foreign
and economic targets: for the current | trade has boomed 33.7%, state rev-.
year. Not since 1959, when the Chi-- enues have gone up 449 and personal
nese extolled the achievements of the~ income has risen dramatically across-
regime's first decade ina ; the board., Despite. the worst drought..
called “Ten Great Years,” had . " in more tharn a century, Chinese far-
its full: financiakac--| mers last year harvested 2 record-

i 5 ] Setting grain crop of 304 million tons.

It is alco clear from the pumkbers
thatcmnahasfa:mgoiﬁtiseverw
achieve- its uitimate- goal: of trans-
forming- itself - into-an-
power by the end of the century.. ..+

repart

COUBB. :

-y

who have long specialized in piecing
together the fragments of infarmation-
released by :the: New China News:
Agency were elated that Beifing.:has-
finally. - emerged- from - it . economic
‘dark-age, " as"a. Central Intelligence
Agency bulletin phrased it ..°7: i

" wThe Chinese have made {remen<:
dous strides, but theirs is still basical- -

ly-'a very poor country,” Robert
Dernberger, a University of Michigan "

! despite a 7%

| grain_and vegetables.
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The State Statistical Bureau re- '
that the average

$405 in 1978, .
pay raise. Yet factory .
and office workers fared far better . .

‘ported, for example,
city dweller earned only

than China’s 800 million peasants, !

who averaged only $46 in cash in-
come last year.

 The figures alone may exaggerate
stightly the economic plight of the
average Chinese, for urban rents are
tiny, food prices are stabilized by the
government and the peasants rcceive

most of their income in the form of.

ing for rent and groceries, there is not
much left in a Chinese family’s budg-
et for discretionary spending—about
$10 per person for all of 1978.

Even when a family of four pools
that extra income, $40 a year will not
pay for a wristwatch ($55) or an
electric fan ($80), let alone a bicycle
(3107). In Beijing, a new winter coat
for each family member would wipe
out the family budget: the cheapest
jackets of hcavy padded cotton costs
nearly $10 each. e

The size of the national budget also
underscores China's poverty. The
government of Hua Guofeng and
Deng Xiacping spent a total of $71
bitlion last i
by the U.S. Department of Heai

Education and Weifare. .

on
here, thcre was little surprise that.;
Chinese assembly lines : turned out !
only 149.000 motor vehicles last year .
—compared to about 9 mitlion in the
Tnited States—for China has ot yet
lost its heart 10 the automobile. But

China -managed to. produce only 85

million bicyclcs, Beijing admitted, :
leaving long wailing lists for -that

prized commedity in every maior city..}

“China is no. longer quite-so m <tpr.+| 'economist, said. “Foreign -visitors
jous, and I'm glad of it thoughr this:| “have always been taken to model
new-andor‘mzywtsom'e‘afu:outo? communes and factories, s¢ many
businas"‘anAmerimamlystjoked.’j ‘people may be surprised to find out,
. “I've spent half my life trying.to fig--| “from these latest regorts, just how
;. ure out what was happening n China poor Chinareallyis.” - .« i
“3nd; bam; here it all is" o S B!
4
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The economy’s shortcomings, cont-.". ~ Spokesttién for the monetary fund, -

bined with._ alarming population
growth, has meant little appreciable
improvement fh the. standard of liv-

know of .no

£y

ing, Hua acknowledged last month in * Id Visiting foreigners, in-
a speech- to- ‘the National People’s '2?3313?3 "%dngmg\%ml d%‘l‘éga,t.iqm‘;

Congréss. Despite sizable harvests, he
said, average food. rations are ng
“ higher now than:they were in the
mid-1950s.. .~ - - ¢
.-.The leadership, while "unfolding
:this panorama of statistics, has been
‘unexpectedly blunt about the failures
that have been revealed.

“W;e hgv‘: achic}\;ed fardlcss than
we should have,” Hua said. *Almost Baise. of  the-pressure
30 years have passed since the found - - f.thg %c:g [?gapg%gtkyéfds

_ing of the People’s Republie;-yet t0 "nacesi o1
this day the superiority. of socialism :paunes

vozationy, o v, L
“2"A further reason-for-China’s degl- .y
sion to reveal all—o¢:nearly all-isy

. that the new leadershipt has beén.'_em~;q

*barrassed.by the- blackous’ Ma im-:

sambitious Great Leap Fotward in th
late 19508, i ¥H ik S

i

to. make .

and. hastily organized " com-: -,

formal membership appli-:-province.. The US..
_cation from -Befjing, though the.Chi- “:thief China-watcher, John sAird, be-
“lieves China's population has diready .

that they are eagér {9 din the organi-

.iposed after the-failures.of -his over-.. )

the:”
eorri

.

ry fun ' cluding the 17 million people on Tai- .
Bank ‘here, said they..> wan, which Beifing claims as jts J0th |

-province.. The U.S.. Census Bureati's

passed the billion mark. The dispute.
will not be settied until next year,
when the Chinese are _scheduled to
conductafullcensus. .. .. .
Foreign analysts trust most of the
other statistics, in part because they

sare consistent -with. the e:f;ﬁmﬂés of !

have disclosed their failures as well '
astheirsuccesses. . ..ok
Zhang, the. finanté Ministér,:3ei™
knowledged-in his biidget address'to ;

":mu'nés_--lpol_t,.}s'ut:g_esifm.i;zt,rumpedsun;f?the'i«"!?mle's songress that China’s |

has not been- copsistently-and effec- figures were: regorted by’ local -au- § growing appetite for f technol-
tively brought intoplay.” -~ "~ * “ thorities: When! these ‘were-. chal- : ‘0gy means that thé country will'run

He blamed the reccnt setbacks on " janged by senior statisticians'and.by.: up a deficit of nearly $2.5 billion this :
the “Gang of Four,” the doctrinaire *  foreign econdmists, Mad silenced the” year. e hR LA
Maoists led by Jiang Qing, but added * giatisticiars. T ¢ This disclosure wak'p daring act; for:
that with the radicals removed from .. i /4" ¥ + in China: bal'ancedf‘-d‘ade ‘has often:
power there was no further excuse . wiheChinest admil.that they got a . been a political as well as an econdm-:

for the failings of the Chinese econo- ' jarrible black eye because they-didn't’ :
discloséithe very basic data that other .
countries routinely ' release,”..Dern-s

my.
In the hardest-hitting section of
berger, the Michigan economist said.

* the feport, Hua said, “We Have final-
.1y created the'intérnal and external.
" conditions favorable for rapid, peace-’
s ful construction., If ‘'we do not méke
* use of this precious, hard-won oppor-
- tunity . ..: our generation will be un-
; worthy of our country and our people.,
‘We willthave failed in %\}1‘1; duty to 3:24
. cause of socialism in China and the: }
Sworld” T Lt R d ‘;;;\"' Winancl:d Mlilnitstcr me;_;ng J":ﬁfg
. China has gone public with so much* projected that mill spending |
information, analg'm here' Believe; . Would:incréase:this year.lo $12.6.bil- 4
partly out of a desire to muster sup- ;. lion because of the cost of China's in- =
for the modernization drive 1sion >

. the sacrifices ahead. The New China , orie-sixth of-
News Agency drove home that point -
when it quoted a deputy to the con-

‘couldn’tido what a lot of tiny:little ;
countries could.” !

budget, said to be $10.5 billion in 1978, .

ure is actually higher. .., . .

gress as saying, “The disclosure of = Some defense spending is probably

e the res - | o] D eaged ot 437
real:situa- an X T

tion in our couptry’s ~conomy. L think™l bilion this year. - - o
most workers: wil - respond. td thé'! . “Every country,.'including the,
government’s frank review of the dﬂo‘ﬂ A e
ficulties our country is facing today.”: 3+ United States, underdtates its defense i
: L r’,;b_t.\_dggt.'»{.&Washington‘Chxna-'ygmh-A;
kel oume m onder because, theys| || The precision of ihe popultion fig-
are ready to join the‘lnterniﬁbmk‘f"_-g V’“¢; surprise. :-l°°- bmtﬂz‘g:
- Monetary Fund, the Asian Develop+d: *“@‘F’. ave “3‘ ac a ge dist?ixst‘l
ment Bank and the World Bank.Suchi{” 7€3r%, t0rei8n, SoR0BoEwor o0 T
international organizations, a poten-y* the. Chinese ligure—9i2,040,U0, in-:
tial source of loans for the credit-
hungry Chinese, demand full finanicial |
accounting as a Condition for mem-
bership.. . o e i

-4
A
1

to be the most accurate. .
arouses some skepticism. - Although !’,'(tact'ors'irailmad cars, motor vehicles,

PR

and + vasion’ of .Vietnam—and account for . Beijing’s teparts. 4
* oni the national budget—.':,.“The Chinese figures are now ac- -
military experts believe that the ﬁg- ¢
; thought Jwould say that”
RS NPT N

ic necessity. The cuifent tegimé by:

admitting ‘a deficit, opens itself up toi
the chargd that ]t is becoming overty:
! depéndent on foreigh’powers, in. views
“There ‘was always'the implication:lation{yf Mabist doctrine~<". |
that this big, important country .&.in.gavératsectors, Chinese produc- !
-+ tiod-Jell+far’ Short of the target and

n

éven’ lagged behind the éstimates of

Most of the new figures are consid- Sthe.CIA; Whose Studies of the Chinese ;
ered genuine, but China's defense

economy. are generally acknowleged '
Production of

.:paper,’wristwatches; and fertilizer .
‘wece from, 5% 'to 48% below the

CIA’S estifnates, a sign, according to
analysts here,. of the, reliability of

knowledged. to_be the best we've
got, Dernberger. said, “and I.never

o N N Y

. Approved For Release 2009/04/28 : CIA-RDP05S00620R000501270001-6



Approved For Release 2009/04/28 : CIA-RDP05S00620R000501270001-6

ARTICLE APP: -
ON_PACE -

Cord Meyer

‘Saudi producnon and the oil shortage

After enabling President
Carter to arouse Americans .
to the need for stringent
measures on energy, the
gasoline crisis is likely now
to fade like a bad dream,
leaving puzzlement in place
of the long lines at the fill-
ing stations.

This abatement of the oil
shortage will be temporary
but some of Carter’s advis-
ers urged him to forecast it.

in his speech Sunday night.»

It appears that the shortage:
will be transformed into-a
temporary glut by the slow~
down of the American.
economy and by increased

Saudi production. The pros--

pect carries risks for the-
president’s credibility but

speech. 5
The energy experts wam
that this deceptive glut will
vanish like morning mist as
soon as
economy starts to recover..
World demand will again.
start to bump against the
supply ceiling to force up
prices. There is unanimity

among the -experts that for:
the next decade the world

will be living on the ragged-

edge of genuine shortages °

and that Carter is absolutely
right to call for draconian
measures to reduce our: de~

‘pendence on foreign oil."

World supply and demand

the American-

WASHINGTON STAR
21 JUuLY 1979

the U.S. is at the mercy of
uncontrollable political
events abroad. The mount-
ing turmoil in Iran could
easily lead at any time to the
complete closure of the Ira.
nian oil fields. The impact
on the world markets of the
loss of about three million
barrels per day would be.
devastating and shoot prices.

“through the roof. -

Recent news reports that
Iraq is capable-of quickly in-
creasing production by one

-million barrels per day are

misleading. The: Iraqi oil

-fields are suffering from de-

clining pressures partly as
the result of the wasteful
use of Soviet water flooding

‘methods. -
he decided to 1gnore 1t in hjs =

“'Moredver, _intell gence
M of future Russian
oil production have had to

.be revised downward be-

cause of gross Soviet mis-
management of the Western
SUEEA&AA_QUJAM. By as
early as 1981, the Soviet bloc

~-may be forced. to: become a. .

net importer of oil, igniting
new fires under the pres-
sure cooker of rismg world
demand.

“Under - these - circum-
stances, it is childish folly to
.make OPEC the scapegoat
for our ewn profligate waste
. waste of genuinely scarce
.oil,.as White: House staffer

are SO closely balanced thag- Stuart Eizenstat edvised and

¥ ek m\ﬁw ‘ﬁ m"h’ﬁ‘ \‘

R T

L,

Larter hinted in his speech.
The OPEC nations func-
tioned in 1973 as a con-
spxratonal cartel to raise
prices by restricting produc-
tion, but OPEC’s recent
price increase was a.re-
_sponse to real shortages re-
‘flected in the frantic bid-
ding in the spot market.
England has been charging .

for North Sea oil just as-yi.'Itis an act of farsighted

much as the most greedy
Arab. :

We are fortunate that the
largest OPEC producer,.
Saudi Arabia, has been pre-
pared to hold its price below -
the new OPEC ceiling and to-
increase. production from.
8.5 to 9.5 million barrels.
Fulfilling a promise made to..
this reporter on June.9,:
Crown Prince Fahd. ex--

plained to Carter’s envoy, -

Ambassador Robert Strauss,
that the increased produc-
tion was a response to the
commitment to conserva--
ticn made by the industrial
nations at Tokyo.

Contrary to general im-
pression, the Saudis have a
compelling self-interest in .
not producing above the 8.5-

. million rate. They view

their oil reserves as a one-
time gift from the gods and .
are determined to preserve:
this patrimony for succed—
ing generations.

. At a rate of 8.5. unllion,

SET

‘years and allow them to
make a transition to an
industrial ecobomy. At
higher production rates, the
Qil will be gone before they
have time to train their peo-
ple. They will have traded
the liquid gold. in the
ground for declining dollars
and uncontrollable infla
tion.:

“statesmanship for the Saudis
to have temporarily. . upped
production to:give the West
time to adjust to-lower con-
sumption levels. They are
motivated by ‘the stake they
have in Western prosperity
and by their well-founded
fear of the Saviets. But they
.sometimes despair of a fair
: hearing in -the- American
medxa. R .

" 'When the New York
Times erroneously reported
this.month that the Saudis
had decided not to increase
production, the Saudis were
_criticized for selfish irre- |
sponsibxlity ‘When they did
mcrease, the Washington
Post in an-editorial and car-
toon charged that they were
trying to hook the U.S. on de-
pendency on their oil to
bring pressure to bear on Is-

" As.one- yo’ﬁ&g Savdt offi-
_ciab complained, ‘We are
damned_ if .o wer xdo» eand
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ARTICLE APPZARED

oN PAcE  4-6&

‘Wasiington (K1) —The Soviet govern-
ment lied to the United States when it sent
the Warrens Commission what it claimed
was every scrap of information the XGB
{secret police) collected cn defector Lee
Harvey Oswald, a House investigation of
President Kennedy's assassination bas
conciuded, e

In the tension-riddled days following
the assassination by Oswald, Soviet oifi-
cials turoed over hundreds of documents
oa Oswald, who had lived in the Soviet Un-
ico betweea 1959 and 1961. .

Almost simuitaneously, a high-level
RGB operative, Yuri Nosenko, defected lo
the United States and told Ceatral Intelli-
zence Agency officials that he. was in
charge af the division that kept Oswald’s
fiies, . )

The combination of the files the KGB
provided and Mr. Nosenko’s testimony
ceavinced the Warren Commission that
tiere was po Soviet-role in Presideat
Xennedy's death.-. - .

The assassination occurred 11 months
alter the Cuban missile crisis when Soviet
Premier Nikita S. Khruschev withdrew
the missiles aiter President Kennedy im-
posed a naval blockade and the Soviets
were widely considered to bave suffered
political damage.. - - ;

During a two-year investigation of the
Keonedy assassination, the House Com-
mitise 0o Assassiations agreed that the
Soviets were blameless in the marder, but
nevertheless concluded that the XGB bad
ceceived the Warren Commission. - . -

The committes also concluded that Mr..
Nosenko either lied to, the Warren Com-
mission about Oswald or lied to the com-
mittee when. questioned about the defec-
tor. R

The committee’s investigation turned |
up numerous details about both the Rus.
sian and ihe American intelligence opera-
tions suggesting that, at least in Cswald's

'%aégmmwuoutmamvendbym

"any psychiatric examinations, even after-

of Oswald.” .

It is “highly' probabie” that the KGB-
hid from the Unitsd States “extensive in-
formation that most likely was gathered
by a KGB surveillance of Oswald and [bis
Russian wife] Marina while they were liv-
ing in Russia,” the panel concluded. - -

“It also is quite likely that the Soviet
. government withheld files oa a XGB inter- |
view with Oswaid,” R S

THE BALTIMORE SUN
25 July 1979

After the committee coacluded that
there Was a coverup, the State Depart-
ment asked the Soviets for the missing
files for the committee’s investigation, but
the XGB refused the request. :

Perhaps more significant to the inteili-
geace community, however, has been the
committes’s experience with Mr. Nosen-
X0, a defector whose case literally spiit
{te American inteiligence communicy into
two factions. Qne faction insisted that he
was a gold mine of information, and the-
other insisted that he was a plant,-a
“disinformation” agent sent here to de-
ceive the United States, .~ - - -

Some major assumptioes that the CIA
has made about certain Soviet moves
were based on a belief in Mr. Nosenko's.

credibilky—not only about tse Kennedy
assassination but also about all the other
information Mr. Nosenko supplied.-{o his
interrcgators. IR

Mr. Nosenko contradicted many of his |
carly statements while being interviewed
by House commitiee investigators. -

For esample, he told the committee
tsat when Cswald, a maripe radar expert,

dejected, the KGB kept him under ex.
iremely close surveillance as he settled in .
the Soviet Union. C!
At the recent investigatios, Mr. No- |
senko said that all Oswald’s mail had beeo |
intercepted, his phone tapped, his apart-
ment bugged and his movemeats watched. |
But in 1964, he told the Warrea Com- |
mission that there was no special KGB
surveillance of Oswald. - v
Mr. Nosenko also told the commission
that the KGB pever subjected Oswald to

be tried toeomnut aﬁc§d0 _w“!gi_leb hvin; in

Russia. . JUU s
oIy 1978," said the committee, “he dé&
tailed for the committee the reports he
had read about peychiatric examinations
Mr. Nosenko npever testified directly’
before the Warren Commission. Instead,
he was questioned by CIA interroga ‘
solitary confinement. Richard Heims, then -
deputy director of the CIA for pians,
his information on to Chiet Justice

Earl Warren, who headed the commission.
1t since has been disclosed that Mr. No-

senko’s interrogation was a brutal ordeal
in which he was kept awake in an gncom- !

fortably cold room for mouths. . ..

House panel finds lies
in 3oviet-Oswald files

"< "hat “virtoally ruined him as a valid

source of information about the assassias- -
tion.” the committee conciuded. Neverthe- !
less, the committee was certain Mr. No- !
senko lied about Oswald —whether it w3s
to the FBI and CIA in 1964 or the commit-
teein 1978, or perhaps both. - .

- “The reasons he would lie about O
wald range from the possibility that e
merely wantad to exaggerate his own im-
portance to the disinformation hypothesis |
with its sinister implications.” - C

The committee also was told that the
CIA bureaucracy and its complicated and
coded filing system—arranged to keep
outsiders from understanding the files. —
caused the agency to fail to spot the dan-
gerous Oswald.. - .

For example, after a thorough search
of files, the CIA said that it had conducted’
a major-operation collecting data about x ¢
radio factory in Minsk where Oswald was
working and that the operation failed to-
rote Oswaid was an American defector. =

After Oswald returned to the United
States and shot the President, the ClA sad
it found numerous references to Oswaid
its files—but none filed under Oswald’s .
pame. t, -
-Although the committee’s final report"
produced numerous disclosures surround-
ing the Kennedy assassination, the find--
ings in the murder of Dr. Martin Luther.!
King, Jr., produced no surprises: 1

Monday, the two ranking black mem-
bers of the committes, Representative
Louis Stokes (D., Ohio), chairman, and.
Delegate Waiter Fauntroy (D, D.C.) eriti~|
cized the news media ior. ignoring t.!ni
King murder investigation in favor of the
Kennedy probe’s findings. -~ - - _ °°

Mr.: Fauntroy said the reason the King
probe failed to generate media attention is-
that the investigators did pot have time to
follow all theleads they prodoced: - . . -4
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Assassination Unit
’ Finds’Rrbbabilities

Two and one-half years and $5.4 mil-
lion dollars ago, the House Seiect Com-
: mittee ofi Assassinations began ex-
" ploring . the-conspiracy theories sur- |
rounding' the- murders  of  President -
 John F: Kennedy and.the Rev. Dr. -
‘Martin Luther King Jr.-Last week its
final report was turned over to the Jus-
tice Department: for consideration,
"and as -expected, it included just
. enough évidence to keep the plot theo--
ristsbusy foryears. v :

‘Organized crime figures angered at
Attorney General Robert F. Kennedy
as well as his brother, possibly along

- with anti-Castroites, .the panel con-
_cluded, *‘probably” conspired in
" President Kemnedy’s death. .In any
case, two people, not Lee Harvey Os~
wald acting alone, fired at his carin -
Dallas on Nov.-22, 1963, it concluded.
James Earl Ray, it said; did fire the
" lone gun that killed Dr:#g in Mem-
_ phis onvApril-4,:1968, but’his actien-
“*‘probably”’ evolved from a conspiracy
of right-wing St. Louis businessmen of-
" fering $50,000for the job.:+ 7 .o . .

While the Federal Bureau of Investi.-
gation and: the- Central . Intelligence
Agency -are cleared of involvement,
the panel said, the F.B.I''s counter-in-

" telligence program helpedcreate a cli-
mate in' which. Dr., King'’s assassina-
tion for his civil rights activities was

. possible. Ax:for the Warren Commis-

sion, it:too is cleared, but only of alle-
gations of cover-up: The commission is -

* strongly:criticized. for; ts-etforts- to
prove that there was a lone assassin.
B ey

i nriha

e f?{

'3(:"';
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'TALES OF CONSPIRACY

With little fanfare and less suspense, the
House assassinations committee assembled
in an ornate Capitol caucus chamber one
moming last week to disgorge its 686-page
report on the murders of John F. Kennedy
and Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. As pre-
viewed months ago, the haunting conclu-
sions of the panel’s nearly two-year, 35.4
million investigation were that “lone gun-

men"” Les Harvey Oswald and James Earl -
Ray probably did not act alone—and that !
Oswaid may have been the dupe of organ- |
ized crime. The findings were pronounced
a “can of worms” by a flimmoxed FBI

official, but conspiracy junkies traded I- :
told-vou-so's. In New York, Bantam )

Books published 75,000 copies of the com-
mirtee’s report, hopefully titled “The |
Final Assassinations Report”—but given °
the committee’s disturbingly open-ended
investigation, the ttle seemed wildly
optimistic.

$2COND GunMAaN? The full report rambled
through 28 volumes of evidence, and only
dedicated buffs could follow it all. The War-
ren Commission’s verdict that Oswald |
killed Kennedy was copiously upheld, as
was its theory that a single bullet wounded.
both the President and former Texas Gov. |
John Connally. The CIA, the Secret Service |
and the FBI wereabsolved of cover-uporin-
volvemnent in the Kennedy assassination— °
although the committee harshly criticized . |
the FBI’s long COINTELPRO campaignto
discredit Dr. King. Elaborately hedged and
laden with might-have-beens, the commit-

a matter of conjecture—except for the omi-
nous claim, by a group of acoustics experts,
thata second gunman had apparently fired

on the Kennedy motorcade and missed.

First advanced last summer and substan-
tially burtressed in December, the acousties
report prompted the committee to make 3 -
180-degree tum in its initial conclusions

that Oswald acted alone. The authorsmain- -

tained that a long-lost recording of Dallas
police-radio transmissions. woatains the
echoes of four shots in Dealey Plaza=-three
by Oswald, firing from the Texas School
Book Depository, and a fourth by someone
firing from the famous *grassy knoll” along
Kennedy’s motorcade route. Their analysis
was not universally accepted: New York
Times columnist Tom Wicker,.in, a fore-
word to the paperback edition of the
report, argued against it—:

as did several committee '

members. But North Caro-
lina Démocrat Richardson

Kennedy investigation, was
persuaded. “T think it takes
a greater leap of faith not to
believe the acoustics evi-
dence than it.does to believe

But the committee was
unable to provide the mer-
est hint of the phantom gun-
man’s identity, and its ef-’
forts to suggest a rootive for
a plot were mired in specu-
fation. Even its definition of
““conspiracy” was a strin- |
gent legalism: “If two or
more individuals agreed to
take action to kill President
Kennedy and at least one of
them took action” leading -| o

, to Kennedy’s death, the repast says, that
constitutes a conspiracy. Confounded by
such subtleties, some committee members
rebelled. If the report were offered as pros-
ecution evidence, sna Michigan Re-
“publican Harold Sawyer, “I'd file it in the
- circular file” ' -

qenuous’ Lnks: Half hidden in the re-
port’s factual chiaroscuro was the theory fa-
vored by staff director G. Robert Blakey—

that Oswald was manipulated by mobsters

bent on halting the Kennedy Administra-
tion’s war on organized crime. Investigators
traced Oswald’s travels in Louisiana during
the summer of 1963 and discoversd “ten-

uous” links to the underworld. One was

through the late David Ferrie, a cashiered

airline pilot and sometime private eye who

was a suspect in former New Orleans Dis-
trict Attorney Jim Garri-
son’s much-maligned as-
sassination probe. Ferrie
worked fora lawyer who re-
presented underworld boss
Carlos Marcello in a bitter
deportationdisputewiththe
Kennedy Administration
and knew Marcello person-
ally. The commirtee found
six ‘“‘credible” witnesses
who saw Ferrie and Oswald
together.

But Ferrie denied know-
ing Oswald. So did Mar-
cello, who testified before
the assassinations cornrmit-
tee in executive session.
And the committee conced-
ed that the unstablz and
passionately ideological Os-

|
i

wald would have madz an
unlikely candidate for mob
" hit man. But that might also

4

be just the reason for choosing him. And |
staff director Blakey, an expert on organ-:
ized crime, decided that the theory of Os-
wald as an underworld tool had the great
strength of explaining his subsequent mur-
der by the late Jack Ruby, a sleazy Dallas
nightclub owner. Ruby, who had mob con-
nections of his own, would simply have ‘
been silencing a dangerous witness. “You
don’t need any expertise to see that,” Bla- |

. key said last week. “You need expertise to !

* mittee concluded that Ray killed King in

" with an investigation of Oswald'’s associ-

‘Louis businessmen John H. Sutherland and

-committee’s conspiracy evidence, one offi-

explain away the fact”” Ruby himself:

"claimed that he only wanted to prevent an -
! Oswald trial, which would have meant

more pain for Jacqueline Kennedy, the

| President’s widow. Nevertheless, insisted

Blakey: “I am now firmly of the opinion
that the mob did it. It is a historical wuth.”
putaTive mroT: The outlines of possible
conspiracy in the King assassination were
simpler—but just as speculative. The com- |

hope of claiming a $50,000 bounty that he
might have heard was being offered by St.

John R. Kauffman. Sutherland and Kaufi- |
man died before the investigation began,
and the committee could find no proof that
Ray ever met them. Another aspect of the
putative plot was that Ray got money and
advice from his brothers, Jerry and John,
while he “stalked” King across theSouth in
1968. But the committee was unable to
show that Jerry and John played a part in
the assassination. At most, the report said,
“the possibility of their involvement was
necessarily increased by the absence™ of !
other possible co-conspirators. ;

Preyer called on the Justice Department -
to pick up the longcold conspiracy trail

ations in New Orleans. But the response by
department officials was icy——although the
acoustical evidence of a second gunman in
Dallas was the most persuasive part of the

cial said, it offered nary a clue as to who
Oswald’s accomplice might havebeen. And
Justice, another department honcho said,
has better things to do than “chase ghosts.™

TOM MORGANTHAU with .
ELAINE SHANNON in Washimgton .

» -
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Carter’s Korean Folly

hen President Carter left Washing-

; % / ton to attend the economic summit

conference in the Far East, he took

along an alarming new study about North
Korea’s military might. North Korea, it turns
out, is far stronger militarily than had been
supposed and that fact calls into question even

racre urgently than before Mr. Carter’s policy
to withdraw American troops from the region.

Army intelligence reassessed North Korean
strength recently, and its findings are
supported by the Central Intelligence Agency
and the Defense Intelligence Agency.

The findings show that North Korea has
from 550,000 to 600,000 men under arms, not
450,000 as previously believed. The
Communist North now has the fifth largest
armed force in the world.

North Korea exceeds South Korea in tanks,
artillery, and armored personnel carriers by a
wider margin than previously reported.
Unfortunately, America’s deteriorating
intelligence services failed to give warning of
this buildup before it became an accomplished
fact.

The American people have become painfully
accustomed to such dangerous failures in the
post-Watergate era, and one such failure
moved Mr. Carter to considerable anger.

When it turned out that the United States had
been blind to the implications of the uprising
against the shah of Iran, the President |
demanded an improvement in intelligence
gathering.

Obviously, that improvement hasn't
materialized. Americans can only wonder:
How many more Irans and North Koreas must
occur before the U.S. regains an effective -
intelligence network?

The President announced in 1977 he
intended to withdraw, in stages over several
years, America’s 30,000 ground troops from
South Korea. As has been the Carter way, he
made the decision unilaterally, with no !
concessions from North Korea. '

This show of weakness (for it was inter-
preted as precisely that by Communist states)
produced the inevitable result. North Korea
seized the opportunity and secretly built up its
military power. For what purpose? Defense
against a weakened adversary?

In view of North Korea’s response, which
came as no surprise to realistic observers —

‘however much it undoubtedly hurt Mr,

Carter's feelings — the plan for American
troop withdrawals from South Korea should
be scrapped. Peace is simply not a game that
one side can safely play alone.
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Car’ter Halts Puhou’f ofU.S.
Cemb_az Troeps in S ‘ Korea |

WASHINGTON—U S. ground |
combat troops will remain in South !
" Korea indefinitely under conditions. '
- that would draw them into battle at .
once if the 26-year-old truce should |
~be violated, Presxdent Ca.rt.er dxs-
closed Friday. .

~» In abandoning hxs campaxgn pledge :

1o withdraw American ground forces :
.from South Korea,: Carter said that-
- recent intelligente reevaluations in-

- dicate that Communist North Korea's -

military forces “are larger than pre-
- viously estimated.” -

Natonal security adv:ser Zblgmew
Brzezinski- read the statement on
" Carter's behalf at a. White House -
briefing. He said U.S. combat troops -:
would remain until there until there °
is “evidence of tangible progress to-
‘ward a reducuon of tensons on t.he

. perinsula.” -
Carter’s demsmn a.ffects ahout 30 -
000 US. ground troops in Korea, most " priety.” Singlaub was transterred and ‘

.:1 shortl; Lhereaftet he reured f'om th& |
Division, which is stationed just south | 7 L ;

of the demilitarized 2one to-guard ..
against a possible mvaszon by North:

of them members of the 2nd Infantry

- Korean forces. -

C s aner A

- BY NORMAN KEMPSTEB 7
© . Yimes Statf writer

! “In that review, the United States |
-+ will pay special attention to the re-
| storation of a satisfactory North- |
] South military balance and evidence
- of tangible progress toward a reduc- !
g tion of tensions on-the peninsula,” the !
! President said in the statement. - .J
Most U.S. military commanders had .
. counseled Carter against.the with- :
i drawal before-it was.announced in |
- 1977. After the policy was set, most
military ‘leaders went. along . with it,.;
although reluctanuy. Ry

s i ;l

One exc-ptxon ‘was Ma;. Gen. John :
K. Singlaub, then chiefof staff of US..
“forces in Korea-Singlaub_said Car-
ter’s.decision would inevitably lead to

i war and was opposed by ail U.S. mili-
1. tary and civilian officials stationed in-
Korea. Carter called the ‘general’s:
_public criticismr- of Administration
i policy “a very serious breach of pro--;

military. W S
- The- Prmdem.s. latest decxszon :s

v o certam to - be- welcomed-. by. most '
Carter ordered the wm:drawal xn' members of themilitary and by“con--

_servatives. in: Cengress. On the other

1977 after having pledged to do so- hand, it ma:
y acd to the President’s
during his 1976 election campaign.. ooieaf problemswith liberal Demon--

. However, the program was suspend- | crats who were-already an .
i gry-about
- ed in February when the CIA and the + some of his Cabinet changes. .

Defense Intelligence Agency beganto ! i 5
" report the presence-of larger North Ug. mzemg:gco: mﬁﬁf‘yﬂhﬁg;
Korean forces- than had been pre-| l North Korea has more than 600,000
- vious! estimated. - ) “Telr “umder “arms,”about the- same- |
I h's order Fnday, Carter said that'i . number as South Korea: The officials
mt‘ iwwals of combat. elements of | said- that: in._ 19777 intelligence esti=-
e .nd Division “will remain in | mates. showed about: 500,000 Narth- i
abe» ince.” Ha said that some support | Korean tzoaps. However, the officials "
trcoos. oropably numbering a lltﬂe ' said, it is now known tHat’the Pyong-i
mcee than 800, would be sent home | yang regime begarr its military build-.i
but that the rest of the force would( up int the early 1970s but that U.S. an--,
remain at least yntil 1931 when con- ! alysts did not detect the charge unnl*
ditions would be' reecamned. latelastyear.:: 12 G0

-\..-.-.-l
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U.S. Troop Pullout
In Korea Dropped

By Don Oberdorfer
Washington Post Btt!t Writer

Presxdent Carter yesterday - aban-
" doned for the rest of his term of of-
fice one of his most controversial in-
ternational initiatives—withdrawal of

U.S. ground troops from South Korea.. -

A White House announcement read
by presidential . assistant Zbigniew
Brzezinski said- additional large-scale
withdrawals were being postponed at.
least until 1981, when the situation .
will be reassessed. -

The principal reason given for- the-
change was the recent in-rease in the .
U.S. intelligence- estimate of North.:
Korean ground  forces. The White. ::
House statement: said-that new reduc.
tions in ‘American combat elements’:
“should await: eredible = indications::
that a satisfactory ' military. bahnee
has been reetoredandareducﬁon :

tension is under way.” '« .- :-3uuns these will continue, officials said yes

Carter formulated his plan to with-
draw U.S. forces as long -ago as.Janu.:

ary 1978, whenhemalongshotcm i

didate forrthe  presidency, and+ he=
stuck to his idea with determination .

from anyonexelst and against strong:
misgivings of South Koresa, Japad, the -
U.S. military and powerful elements
in Cengress, Carter ordered : the
phased withdrawal ‘ini the spring: ofic:
1977 and strongly defended it against -
attack. - oo 'wQ ¢ “Mglwhos
Carter fired Maj.: Gen: John K St

glaub as chief.of staff of.U.S. forces in- .-

Korea. for saying: that. the pk
pullout would lead: to war. But u op=3
position continued;” Carter ) the

timing so that. the scheduleddwithy'

drawals started ‘slowly, . ﬂpo
poned the departure of most.

tirst group scheduled to leave, In. F(bg-«

ruary of this.year he placed: l\u'thog

e

.-f~ 12 more U.S. :Air: Foree:.F4. fighter-

withdrawals “in abeyance to stndy
the new intelligence.

The authorized uss. troop strength
in Korea for been reduced during Car-
- ter’s presidency from about 41,000 to
about 38,000. But most of this was due
to the departure of. missile and sup
port units whose: withrawal had been
planned previously. ::

- The only combat: force withdrnwn
as a result of Carter’s decision wasan

© infantry battalion of 674~ men: : This
. was more than offset by the arrival of

" bombers with 900: men, justified as a

"demonstration of - continued U S com-

mitment to South Korea. - o
In other mcasures. justlﬁed partly -

> as compensation- for the pullout the
_Umted States: increased .the number-
- and visibility of joint exercises. with
“South Korea,:increased support for -
Korean defense . industries and’cres- =
. ated a-combined forces command. All

A compensatiom package of saoo
mxlhon, voted by Congress after ex-
tensive debate, will: be withheld for Carter: aide- Buelinski W‘“’n’h"

 the most part un : mthdrﬁwals actu- “should await credible indieations::t

~'a milltary balance hu been 1 :
. 1798 11 ok "i

szk missile - air’ defen.n ‘unit; are 7} Durmg Carter’s journey to Seoul
“still scheduled to be withdrawn next = -last month, the South Korean gow
year, in an arrangement set in motion . ment, agreed ‘ta a-joint pro
iduring:the Ford-administration. : - diplomatic talks with. North. '

The new. U.S. intelligence estimate, ~ "Carter’s hints at the time. that helwhs
. which represents a higher assessment - ready to put’ asxdq; the; ‘troop w;;h-
- of long-tetm activities rather thaxuny “drawal_ apparently™; eontrﬂmbed’;pb
' sudden jump- in. actual North Korean eoul’s wilhngness toagree.

ibomut b;nmued ‘the communist army". | T

the Joint Chiefd’ of Statf ofﬁcially re
commended ‘thaﬁ ‘

ts

~ Approved For Release 2009/04/28 : CIA-RDP05S00620R000501270001-6



Lo

dabe

ARTICLE APPE
. 0T TAGE

Approved For Release 2009/04/28 : CIA-RDP05S00620R000501270001-6 -

NEW YORK TIMES
21 JULY 1979

U.S. Halts Pullout of Combat G.I.’s

From South Korea Till at Least, ‘81

By RICHARD BURT
Special to The New York Times: _ - -

WASHINGTON, July 20 — The with-
drawal of American combat soldiers
from South Korea, temporarily sus-
pended last February, was haited today
by President Carter until at least 1981, -

The White House said the action would
foster ““a favorable U.S. strategic posture
. in East Asia.” .

Reading a Presidential statement to re-
porters at the White House, Zbigniew
Brzezinski, Mr. Carter’s assistant {or na-
tional security, announced that while
some reductions in American support
units in South Korea would continue, any
further withdrawals of the 32,000 combat
soldiers in the country would “remain in
abevance.” - )

The statement said the “timing and
pace” of any additional troop cuts would
be re-examined in two years.

Mr. Carter, in the statement, said that
he believed his decision would. “serve
wider U.S. strategic security interests by
reassuring our principal allies of
steadiness and our resolve.” L

s - Action Not Unexpected

The announcement, which came less
than three weeks after Mr. Carter met
with President Park Chung Hee in Seoul,
was not unexpected. His original deci-
sion, in early 1977, to withdraw all ground
forces from South Korea provoked con-
sternation among allied governments in
East Asia and was heavily criticized on
Capitot Hill. : :

More recently, the withdrawal decision
came under scrutiny within the Adminis-
tration when revised intelligence esti.
mates were said to show that North
Korea’s armed forces. were larger and
better equipped than previously believed.,

Nevertheless, Mr. Carter’s announce-
ment today was said to represent a signif-
icant tumabout in Administration policy.
In his statement, Mr. Carter said he was
suspending the withdrawals in order to
give South Korea time to build up its own
forces and to create conditions favorable
to the resumption of diplomatic talks be-
tween South and North Korea. .

. Mr. Carter first called for the with.
drawal of ground forces from South
.Korea as a Presidential candidate in 1975,
‘During his first few weeks as President,
-he unveiled a plan in which almost all
ground forces, including the Second Divi-

~

by 1962. The remaining American pres-
ence was to consist mainly of Air Force
units.

The plan, which was privately opposed
by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and by several"
civilian defense and foreign policy aides,
was attacked by several members of Con.
gress, particularly Senator Charles H.
Percy, Republican of Illinois, and Repre.
sentative Samuel S. Stratton, Democrat
of New York. - -

‘Despite this criticism, Mr. Carter said
at the-time that he intended to proceed
with the withdrawal, and last year about
3,600 combat and support soldiers were
brought home. At the same time, he ap-
proved an Air Force request to deploy 12
moEr:rll-‘A tgigshm in South Korea.

v y year, several developments
led Mr. Carter-and his top advisers to
reassess the withdrawal decision. An
Army intelligence study estimated that
there were as many as b;co:,ooo North Ko-
rean ground troops, about 10Q,000 more
than had been previously calculated. The
study also asserted that North Korea had
a major advantage over the South’s ar-
mored forces and artillery. _

The Army’s study led Mr: Carter last-
February to. announce a ‘suspension of
any further withdrawals, pending an
interagency review of the new estimate
of North. Korean military potential.
Meanwhile, top Administration foreign
policy aides are said.to have concluded
that the normalization of relations with
China, the growth of Soviet naval power
in the Far East and conflict in Indochina
had made any further reductions of
American troops politically risky at this

5
e b A GIAAE

‘sion, were to be pulled out of the country)
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Bety Beale

L Ll - »

Secretary of Labor Ray Marshall
was at the Egyptian Embassy saying
he did not clear his assistants with
the White House staff before picking

them. He picked them, then sent
their names over.

Counsel to the President Bob Lip-
shutz was telling how reassuring it
was to listen to the news. First, he
heard he was going to resign. Then
he heard he was going to be a |
federal judge. “Last night [ heard on
the news that I was going to stay.”
His chuckling mood confirmed ei-
ther (1) Nervousness over uncer-
tainty, (2) Pleasure over a )udgeshlp.
or (3) Relief over remaining at the
Casa Blanca.

CIA Director Stan Turner, getting
a harmless tonic and ice at the bar,
was as surprised as Marshall, Lip-
shutz, Budget Director Jim McIntyre
and Undersecretary of State David
Newsom that Ambassador Ghorbal -
was in Cairo. The invitations had .
been issued in the Ghorbals’ names
but he had to go to Cairo so they re-
mained there for a holiday.

- None of the big wheels needed to
come in Ghorbal’s absence. Under
such circumstances an assistant °
secretary and the chief of protocol —
Kit Dobelle was there — would have
sufficed. But then, with Carter’s’
Egyptian interests, n was be!ter 10 |
beon the safe 51de. L

LEZE T
A N
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OBJECT LANDED IN ARIZONA DES:RT

Baja’s UFO May. Have Been Drug Smuggle,

By X1IP COOPER
Military Athoirs Wrikee, The Som Diese Unien
" Wouid a drug smuggler try to fire
a homemade rocket loaded with
dope across the Mexican border into
the United States?

That, said a spokesman for the
Central' Intelligence Agency in
Washington, would be a wild thing to
do.

“If you are going to try to smuggle
something you try to do it in a way
you wouldn't attract attention to

what you are doing,” he said. .__,

“Drug smugglers have tried all
imaginable ways to get things across
the border inciuding radio-controlled
aircraft, but I can’t think of a great-
er way to attract attention than
firing a rocket or missile,” he said.

But that might have happened six -
years ago and there are people who

speak of coincidences at that time:
when the Air Force tracked a myste-

i

- rious missile from Baja California to .
the Arizona desert and the Drug:

Enforcement Agency was.alerted to
the possibility that a rocket would be

used to smuggle drugs from ! Viexlco :

into the United States.

The rocket, or whatever it was,
was picked up on radar at the mis-
sile detecting station atop Mount
Laguna in March 1973. ;

*““They (the airmen) were not real-
ly sure of what they had,” said
Major Jerry Hix of the North Ameri-
can Air Defense Command at Colo-
rado Springs, Colo.

“It was not from an area we
normally associate’ with a:sea-
launched ballistic missile so they
thought they had a problem wnn
their equipment.

_States: . ___

“They checked and still did net,
find anything wrong so they did not
know what they had. About a weex
later the drug peopie at San Ysidro,

_visited them and asked if they nad :

seen anything on radar.

“It correlated with their (radar)
reading and reassured them that!
their radar had not given them a.
false reading,” Hix said.

He said that the DEA people ;ub- I
sequently said that a rocket had |
been used to smugg!e drugs mtol

Diogenes Galanos, special agent m ;
charge= of. the DEA. office in San:
Diego (who was not here then) said -
the DEA’ had. received an anony- -
mous- telephone call saying a:

. homemade missile was going to be

uséd:to shoot druos into the United

“The caller could fot give us-any!
information as to the place it would;
be launched from or where it would:
land: and he did not have the names
of.any people mvolved - Galanos ;
said.

But when the DEA contacted the'!
tracking station at Mount Laguna, it :
was advised of the mysterious object |
tracked a couple of weeks before. l

Galanos said he did 5si doubt that |
the Air Force tra~ke an object “‘but .
1 doubt the plausibility of a rocket
being used to transport drugs.”

He said the cost:of buiiding such a -
rocket would be prohibitive in view
of the possible return value of drugs

it could carry and the chances of. .

recovering such a cargo would be;
almost non-existent.
The CIA spokesman also said that -

"ing the fall of Skylab- thought this

‘,

31nvanably ask is. whether we:-have
-1 ever sighted any enemy missiles. We-

SCch a venture would be cost-prohi- | ‘

b.»t‘e

*‘There is also the risk of the thing !
blewma up or crashing,” he said.

-But the Air Force did track such !
an object, say spokesmen at Colora-
do Springs and at Mt. Laguna. |

Hix said a parent missile tracking
unit at McDill, Fla., also tracked the i
. object on its warning system. ..

- “They confirmed that there was a
missile launch ar. that time,” Hix
said.

- Capt. Roy Ash, present director ot
operations for the Mount. Laguna
facility, said he was.not at the
statiorr:in 1973 but people who were
there confirmed the missile story. -

“The missile launch- came out of
the Western coast of Mexico near the
Gulf of Baja and it did paint a target
on:our (radar) scope.”

Ash said the Mount Laguna facili-
ty is charged with detecting any--
thing that comes mrough and report- }
ing it to NORAD in Colorado
Springs.

“It was reported. and evaluated
and determined not be to be a
threat,” he said.

Ash said the falling of Skylab.
| apparently triggered interest in|
' other sightings recorded by the sta-
tion, especially missile firings. =

“We have been. briefing everyone
who comes here for the past six
years, including newsmen a,ngym-
tors, on this missile recordlng,”
saxd i

“One of the first questxons wsxtors

“haven't. But we always tell them
. about the-1973 mmdent.a - # e

“Some of the peopleup here track—

was interesting also,” he said. . -

Both DEA and Air Force said the
missile track-and its- possible in- |
volvement in drug transport has
never occurred again.. .

Could it have been a UFO? :

Not on-Air Force radar, said Hix.:
“We terminated Project  Bluebook
(UFO tracking) in 1969+ We don’t do | ..
that anymore.” T
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RCOND THOUGHTS

CAREY MCWILLIAMS

An obituary notice in The New York
independent.”” But the characterization
\: i~ J
\ - -
a difference between the Western and

.‘"
\ Times of June 28 accurately described
w Carlzton Beals as *‘a native American
" might have been sharpened had it said
that he was a native Western or Califor-
nia-style radical, for there is, of course,

i .
fé\:-‘-‘ = % ihe Eastern Seaboard variety. Carleron
worked his way through the University
of California—his parents had moved to California when he

.

was 3 years old—and his brother, Dr. Ralph Beals, is a dis-

tinguished California historian. Although few American
journalists of his time were more widely traveled or less pro-
vincial in outlook, Carleton never ceased to be the Western
radical even though he was for many years a resident of
Connecticut. It was, indeed, this difference in background
that set him apart from his journalistic peers in the East.

There was a time, in the 1930s, when he-was widely recog-
nized as the dean of American correspondents writing about
Latin America. But as the cold war intensified, Carleton did
not jump aboard the bandwagon. As a result, he failed to
win the kinds of assignments for which he was uniquely
qualified by expert knowiedge and first-hand experience. No
American correspondent, for example, knew more about
Cuba than Carleton. But his radical views kept him side-
lined at a time when his insights could have been most valu-
able. As chairman of the Fair Play for Cuba Committee he
could hardly expect to be looked upon with favor by those
who eagerly accepted C.LA. briefings and the official Wash-
ington line. Moreover, he was always quite blunt and out-
spoken in voicing views which reflected his native American

~ radicalism. But in no sense was he a committed Marxist or
an ideological leftist.

Front-page headlines provided an appropriate if ironic
backdrop to the notices of his death. Sandinists had gained
the upper hand in Nicaragua. The dictator Anastasio
Somoza Debayle—*‘Tacho’’ as he is known to former class-

“mates at LaSalle Military Academy on Long Island and at
" West Point—was huddled in an elegant bunker waiting for
the final word from Washington, with his jet plaae revved
up for takeoff at an instams’s notice. Although his family
had been trained, financed. advised and militarily supported
for decades by Washington. Tacho was obviously no longer

in high favor at the White House; indeed, it was evident that

he was clearly marked for history’s dustbin

In a sense, therefore, it was an appmpnate time for Carle-

ton to die. His first major scoop had been his famous 1928
interview with the rebel leader Augusto Sandino in the jun-
gles of Nicaragua. Sandino had lauiiched a gallant revolt
against the Marine Corps occupation, and it was there, in

the jungles, that US. troops had their first experience in-
combatting guerrilla resistance forces under tropical condi- |

.tions. The Sandino revolt had been an unreported story un-

i

I

til Carleton induced Oswald Garrison Villard, then editor of :

. Approved For Release 2009/04/28 :

The Nation, to give him S100 a week, expenses included, so
that he might find his way from Honduras, partly on horse-
back, partly on foot, through the jungle to a rendezvous
with Sandino. Carleton’s stories, a major scoop for Tke
Nation, were picked up by a large section of the world press
and, overnight, Sandino and the struggle for independence
which he represented became world-famous.

In 1960, Carleton asked me for an advance of substantial-
ly the'same amount he had received from Villard so that he
might visit Cuba to find out what was really going on there.
He was beside himseif with curiosity and deep concern, but
none “of his former “‘big-time’’ news connections wouid
send him to Cuba; so he appealed to us. His first article -
from Cuba (July 23, 1960) reported that tensions with the -
United States were mounting dangerously, and a report of
November 12, captioned *‘Cuba’s Invasion Jitters,” clearly

-foreshadowed the Bay of Pigs invasion. It should be em-

phasized that these reports were written by a man who knew
more about Cuba than most of the working press combined.

In view of Carleton’s brilliant advance work, it is not sur-
prising that The Nation broke the story of the impending
Bay of Pigs invasion (in an editorial of November 19, 1960,
based on information supplied by Ronaid Hilton of Sian-
ford, who had just returned from a visit to Guatemala
where he had learned of the C.I.A. guerrilla base at Retal-
huleu). So thanks to Carleton, TheNaaon scored two major

scoops.
‘The span of more than thu'ty Yyears between the first and

the second of these scoops was marked by almost unretieved
American folly and stupidity in Central America and the
Caribbean. In the aftermath of the Bay of Pigs fiasco, Presi-
dent Kennedy moaned to Ted Sorensen: ‘“‘How could I have
been so stupid?’’ But his stupidity was wiilful; he had ample
advance notice-and warning. Later Kennedy told- Tumner
Catledge that if The New York Times had printed more
about the guerrilla base in Guatemala, this ‘‘colossal mis-
take’ might have been avoided. But neither the President
nor his friends at The Times had heeded the warnings that

- The Nation had carried, first in the stories by Carleton from

Cuba and then the quite specific warning in our editorial of
November 19, 1960. If The Nation had done nothing more

" than provide a home for Carleton’s last great reports from

Cuba and his earlier stories from Nicaragua, it would have
deserved the Pulitzer Prizes whxch neither it nor its famous
contributor received. .. .. ~- - - 3
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Brzezmski-Vance Feud Bubbles

The long-simmering feud between
President Carter’s two top foreign
policy advisers, Zbigniew Brzezinski
and Cytus R. Vance. has bubbled over
again 'in the administration’s mis-
kandling of the Nicaraguan civil war.

Taanks to Brzezinski's abiiity to de-
tect the Russian Bear behind svery in-
ternational development, Vance was
pressured into proposing that the Or-
ganization of American States send a
“peacekeeping force” into Nicaragua
to prevent a Marxist takeover. This
suggested return to the days of U.S.
“big stick” diplomacy was rejected out
of hand by the OAS, leaving Vance
with egg on his face.

In fact, ocur associates Gary Cohn
and Bob Sherman have learned, the
secretary of state was birterly opposed
to the idea of interveation, correctly
seusing the suspicions with which it
would be received by gringo-wary
Latin American nations. Behind the
scenes, Vance argued that even a sug-
gestion that the United States wanted
a continuation of its dominance in Nic-
aragua was unwise, unethical and un-
workable.

But because of Brzezinski’s near-his-
tericai fear of communist influence
among the Sandinista guerrillas who

toppled President Anastasio Somoza, .

Vance was instructed by Carter to
make the foredoomed suggestion that
the OAS intervene, even though Vance
personally opposed such a plan.

While the latest manifestation of the
Brzezinski-Vance feud was apparently
over a genuine disagreement on
policy, there is 2 widespread suspicion
in Foggy Bottom that the continual
suiping is really a reflection of the Na-

tlonal Security Council chief's over-
weening ambition.

In short, Brzezinski wants to be the
man who dictates foreign policy to a
president woefully inexperienced in
international politics.

The key to an understanding of
Brzezinski’s Machiavellian maneuver-
ings, his critics say, is his intense de-
sire to match or surpass what he sees
as the achievements of his predeces-
sor, Henry Kissinger, who ruled US.
foreign policy under Presidents Nixon
and Ford.

The Constitution explicitly bars a
foreign-born citizen from becoming
president, but there is nothing to pre-
vent a naturalized American from
gaining great influence as a presiden-
tial adviser. Like the German-born Kis-
singer, Brzezinski, who was born 51
years ago ir. Poland, is seen as taking
the best route open to him in the quest
for power.

Like Kissinger, Brzezinski has a
background in Ivy League academia.
And like Kissinger, he has ruifled
more than a few feathers in Washing-
ton with his combative personality and
2 sometimes arrogant exercise of raw
power. His Polish background is be-
lieved to explain his unwavering Cold
War hostility to the Soviet Union.

Brzezinski's undoubted  abilities
have so far persuaded Carter that he is
to be relied on, though he enjoys far
from universal respect among the
president’s inner circle. Hamilton
Jordan, the new White House chief of
staff, refers to Brzezinski jokingly as
“Woody Woodpecker;” Brzezinski re-
turns the compliment by referring to
Jordan as “Porky Pig.”

“Yi

:
Awt. }
1

i

As for Vance, the Nicaragua fiasco:
wasn't the first time the uchane secr&l
tary of state was humiliated by Brze-
zinski's street-tough tactics. In the}
midst of SALT negotiations with tbe,
Russians, for example, Vance was em- '
harrassed when Brzezinszi tried to tel- ;
ephone Soviet Foreign Minister -An-
drei Gromyko — who diplomatically .
refused to take the call. v

Vance has also suffered, State De-
partment sources say, {rom deliberate
leaks out of Brzezinski's office that put
the blame for the Iranian situation on

the CIA — when if Tact Brzezinsky aad |
ignored State Department warnings |

that the shah was in serious trouble:
Although it is one of the worst-kept
secrets in Washington, the White
House steadfastly denies the Brze-.
zinski-Vance feud. A spokesmad for!
Brzezinski also claimed the reports of;
a dispute between him and Vanceiover;
Nicaragua are “malicious and untrue.”

It seems doubtful, however," that’
Carter can succeed in this endeavor
with a zigzag foreign policy — zigging
with Ziggy one day and zagging with:
Cyrus the next. S

e -
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Minimizing the Blackmail in Graymail

Sometimes the demands of national security clash
with the demands of justice. Suppose the Government
wants to prosecute a suspected spy but the defendant ,
claims he can’t get a fair trial unless the Government
agrees to expose certain secrets. ‘‘Graymail,’”’ the
C.ILA. calls it. It's not blackmail, exactly, but it
certainly involves some painiul pressure. Thus prose-
cutions that would strengthen. security by deterring.
espionage sometimes have to be abandoned because
keepmg secrets is even more important than convxct-
ing spies.

The graymail problem extends beyond espxonage
— to bribing foreign officials, lying to Congress about
intelligence activities abroad, and investigating
harassing innocent dissidents. The dilemmas posed for
prosecuting such cases are just as serious. .

But there are ways to avoid or minimize these di-
iemmas. The courts need to be allowed to determine
whether a particular defendant is entitled to particular
secrets without compromising other secrets in the.
process. Fortunately, security officials, prosecutors
and civii libertarians — often adversaries — are work-
ing together, constructively, to just thatend. ™ ~

The various interests agree, in legisiation just in-
troduced on Capitol Hill. that Congress should enable
courts to decide be,’=-c triat whether specific classitied
information is relevant ~r admissible in court. Trial
Judges should be asked in adv~nne to rule on the se-

Yo “ i —

crecy issue, and prompt appellate review should be
available. If the Government loses in these pretrial
skirmishes, it then has the choice of proceeding with

- the prosecution or not. If it wins, it can go forward with

the trial, confident that there will be no leaks.

Secret proceedings would not eliminate graymail.
But the procedure would let ail parties know where
they stand and reduce the number of cases that cannot
be prosecuted. Moreover, such hearings would reduce
the Government’s temptation to drop a case in order to

avoid having to reveal some crime or blunder of its-
own. Some versions of the legislation would also re.

quire the Department of Justice to explain, confiden.
tially, to Congressional intelligence committees when-
ever it dropped a case involving graymail. The Justice
Department, contending that Congress might meddle
with its discretionary power, resists this requirement,
but we hope the sponsors continue to insist onit.

We do not lightly endorse a new secret court pro-
ceeding. But what is proposed here would differ mark-.
edly from the closed hearings the Supreme Court has
approved as a supposed safeguard against prejudicial
publicity. Legislation to combat graymail would resuit
in more public trials, not fewer. The choice is between
a closed hearing that may permit a trial to take place,
and no hearing or trial at all. Any bill that so serves the

interests of both justice and security deserves wide:

support and speedy enactment. L o
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POST-DISPATCH (ST.v LOUIS, MO)

17 July 1979

Secrecy InThe Courts

The [ederal government’s addiction to secre-
cy in the supposed interest of ‘‘national securi-
ty”” has already undermined the First Amend-
ment’s guarantee of freedom of the press in
cases in which the courts have allowed the
Central Inteiligence Agency to censor books
and other writing dealing with the agency’s
misdeeds. Now the same mania for secrecy is
threatening to undermine the Sixth Amend-
ment’s guarantee of a public trial. A surrender
to the supposed requirements of secrecy is be-
ing exhibited by the Carter administration,
whose head once promised open government,
and by Sen. Edward Kennedy, who has strongly
backed freedom of information legislation.

In its latest manifestation, the issue of secre-
Cy has arisen in connection with the prosecution
of former €L and FBI officials and others with
access to classified information. The Justice
Department has aiready dropped c.iminal pros-
ecutions of two International Telephone and
Telegraph Corp. officials who were alleged to
be implicated in the CIA's illegal machinations
in Chile. Earlier the department arranged for
former CIA Director Richard Helms to make a
plea bargain providing for a light penalty for
his iying testimony to the Senate. Now there are
reports that the prosecution of former FBI
Director L. Patrick Gray will be dropped. In ail
of these cases the excuse for not pursuing jus-
tice has been that a public trial would expose
national security secrets.

To avoid what is said to be the dilemma of
having to drop prosecutions or expose secrets,
several bills have been introduced in the Senate
and House, with the Carter administration
backing_qpe.measure and Sen. Kennedy anoth-

er. Although they differ in detail, the bills are
similar in requiring judges to hold closed-door,
pretrial hearings to evaluate classified materi-
al said to be relevant to the defense. [f the judge
found that the material was reievant and could
not be “‘sanitized” without hurting the defense,
the Justice Department could elect to drop cer-
tain counts or to dismiss its case without ever
disclosing the secrets.

The trouble with this legxslatxve approach is
that it would widen still further the already
excessive area of government secrecy. Despite
the Freedom of Information Act, key agencies |
of the executive branch already operate behind :
a curtain of secrecy allowing certain officials to
decide what clandestine activities may be car-
ried out in the name of the American people:
New the courts would be authorized to operate
behind closed doors in cases involving crime
and possible corruption — a trend that unfortu-
nately has been encouraged by a recent Su-
preme Court decision allowing judges to close
their courtrooms ostensibly to protect fair trial.

“Behind the trénd toward secrecy is an atti-
tude that runs counter to a basic tenet of Ameri-
can government — which is that public institu-
tions are accountable to the people and that
they are kept honest and responsive by bemg;!
forced to operate in the open. Recent history
replete with examples of how the nation benefit.i
ed from the exposure and haiting of illegal ac-
tivities despite initial solemn claims that a
breach of secrecy wouid seriously jeopardizes
the national seeurity. The risks of coverup and
injustice are iar too great (o allow the nanonal
security rationale to be used as a pretext fon
closing the courts. ?
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SALT II-
A Callto Disarm

MARCUS G. RASKIN

ALT Il is an attempt at a joint arms-planning
arrangement between the military "and national-
security bureaucracies of the United States and the
Soviet Union. Under the agreement, the Soviets
will dismantle 250 strategic but vulnerable missiles.
Although the missiles are outmoded, the Soviet commit-
ment should nevertheless be counted as an impressive
achievement of American negotiators. On the other hand,
SALT 11 does not touch or transform the institutional
structure of the U.S. national-security state, its assump-
tions or purposes. Nor, for that matter, does it alter the
assumptions af the Russian security and military appara-
tus, or the bureaucratic mind set of its military and
natxonal~secunty planners.

The Soviet interest in signing the SALT Il agreement is
primarily political, Brezhnev and other Soviet leaders see it
as a way of relieving the sense of national encirclement that
the U.S.S.R. has harbored for hundreds of years. A grand
alliance with the United States has been the goal of Com-
munist leaders since 1945. Brezhnev and Gromyko want to
leave the Russian political scene having accomplished what
Molotov, Malenkov, Bulganin and Khrushchev failed to
bring about.

The support for the treaty by American leaders denves
from their perception of it as a means of controlling adven-
turous elements among politicians and the bureaucracy.
SALT II is not intended to change a fundamental tenet of
American foreign policy—this country’s *‘leadership of the
Free World.’ Rather, it is based upon the political and tac--
tical grounds of co-opting the more “‘rational’’ factions

within the national-security bureaucracy into ratification-

machinery. SALT II is seen as a planning process involving
military and national-security groups from the Departments

of State and Defense, the Central Intelligence Agency and .

the National Security Agency, as well as the National
Security Council. These groups are by and large made up of
sober people, conservative in outlook and, within the
framework of their world, not ‘‘crazy.’” If the treaty is
passed, those who are made a part of the process will be
strengthened. They will be assigned “‘joint planning’”
responsibilities related to arms control. “This involvement

Marcus G. Raskin, co-founder of the Institute for Policy.

Studies, served as a member of the special staff of the Na-
tional Security Council during the Kennedy Administration. l

THE NATION
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'ERCOUNTERING COUNTERFORCE

might make some of them more open to arms limitations.
On the other hand, if there is a defeat of the treaty in the
Senate this group’s elevation will cease, and the bureaucrats
may well conclude that only bellicosity is rewarded.

If the present Democratic leadership wins the 1980 elec-
tion and there is no treaty, the arms race will proceed at a
much faster pace. If the Republicans win with a right-wing
nationalist candidate and there is a treaty, it'is possible that
the SALT 1I group within the Government will be able to
stalemate the war hawks. But if the Republicans win in the
absence of a treaty, there will be no such group inside the
national-security bureaucracy to brake the inertial momen-
tum toward a more warlike stance or war itself. Further, one
cannot expect the Senate to be a moderating voice during
this period, because it is likely to have more conservative
members- after the 1980 elections than it presently has.
Almost three times as many Dcmocranc Senators stand for
re-election in 1980 as do Republicans."

A move to the political right tinged wnth nationalist ag-
gressiveness will strengthen American planners and politi-
cians who argue that our willingness to spill blood will prove
to the Russians and other political adversaries, as well as to
our allies, that this country is determined to retain its world
leadership. Under John Connally or Ronald Reagan the
pace would be further quickened, and the national-security
planners, to please their masters, will seek to resurrect
belligerent war.plans previously discarded as impractical.

With improved independent technical-intelligence verifi-
cation of the missile and arms development of the Soviet
Union, increased military expenditures for building the MX,
the_addition of the Trident submarine and submarine-
launched ballistic missiles to the fleet, and an increase in the
numbers of tactical nuclear weapons and missile-delivery
planes in Europe, the chance for a successful first strikeina
“controlled” nuclear war against Russia will be seen as
much greater than it has been in the past.

One may confidently predict that Russian national-
security planners will seek to increase their technical intel-
ligence, including adding a number of bases and listening
posts. They will claim that this is the only way to guard
against a first strike. They will press ahead in their MIRVing
activities and seek bases outside the Soviet Union. The
C.L.A. and N.S.A. will likewise demand a quantum leap in
their budgets for covert and technical intelligence activities
as the price for their initial support of the treaty. This price
will get even higher after the treaty is signed. The C.ILA.’s
supporters are claiming that it has been almost mortally
wounded over the last several years by ‘‘irresponsible’’ at-
tacks. Further, other voices within the military will call for

~ new intelligence listening posts to replace those lost in Iran.

Thus, ironically, an increase in the number of U.S. military
and intelligence bases wiil now be Jusuﬁed as necessary for

arms control.
ggg_r;zﬂm
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Even with the treaty apparatus operating under condi-
tions of the utmost trust between the parties, the inertial
direction of the arms race will continue upward. More
important will be the fears and hopes of the national-
security and political elites in both nations. To justify an in-

crease in weaponry the conservatives are claiming that it is
Russia that can mount a first strike because of its new,
heavier MIRV-carrying missiles. It is true that the nature of
nuclear war-fighting capability has changed over the last
twenty years. American nuclear strategists have convinced

deterrence to a strategy-of fighting a nuclear war, and from
disarmament to arms control. We taught them the value of
'MIRVing, pinpoint targeting and smaller nuclear bursts.
“The Soviet Union has sought, like the United States, to develop
nuclear-war options beyond deterrence. This change in doc-
trine has created the “‘need”’ for a larger and more varied
system of nuclesr missiles. Each side has thousands of its
thermonuclear weapons aimed at the other’s. Both the
Soviet Union and the United States have integrated
nuclear missiles into their political and diplomatic strategies
. as well as their military strategy—even though planners long
ago ran out of military targets. The horror is that while it
was once thought that nuclear Armageddon would end
within several hours, we are now finding serious men talking
about controlled wars—Ilong, drawn-out engagements
using nuclear weapons. Such wars are neither conceivable
nor in either nation’s interest. The possibilities of maintain-
ing command and control in the context of nuclear exchange
are very low indeed. The likelihood is that communications
systems on both sides will be jammed almost immediately,
which would result in submarines, bombers and missile
‘crews operating-independently of central authority.

The nuclear pirates and marauders with missiles, who
will almost certainly appear during a nuclear exchange,
would threaten the very existence of the nation-state system.
So it is little woader that even the most cynical of statesmen
favor “‘putting a cap on the arms race,”” as Henry Kissinger
put it when he negotiated the first SALT agreement. ‘‘Both
sides,” Kissinger added, ‘*have to convince their military
establishments of the benefits of restraint, and that is not a
thought that comes naturally to military pcople on either

side.”
The defenders of SALT II usually argue that not support-

mg the treaty encourages groups like the Committee on the
Present Danger and the American Security Council to
plump for an even faster-paced arms race, including the
testing of each other’s will and military might in battle. This
is by no means an insignificant argument. The hard-line
policy planners who proclaim themselves protectors of
Western civilization against the Tartar hordes see the Rus-

sians as *‘teddy bears’” who could be defeated in war !
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because they are encircled by the world’s most powerful na-
tions and have undependable allies. But the Russians are
also portrayed as militarily stronger than ever, expansionist
in purpose and paranoid in behavior. Both views sustain the
ideologically conservative military planner in his belief that
the Russians must be given their comeuppance relatively
soon. But the consequences of the defeat of SALT II are not
likely to be what former national-security planners like Paul
Nitze and Eugene Rostow envisage. Actually, the Senate’s
rejection of the agreement would cause the U.S.S.R. to feel

3 - " ; . even more isolated and surrounded. Members of the Polit-
_their Soviet counterparts to change their defense views from -

[}
buro who favored détente would surely lose their political
power; while the military hard-liners would be in the asccnd- .
ancy. Soviet leaders would step up their wooing of West
Germany, seek to settle differences with China and act as 1f
a war were inevitable. The Soviet war hawks are quite ! ;
prepared to foment international turbulence, and there will -
be no disarmament advocates within their bureaucracy to

counterbalance them. R

American hawks argue that the United States would win
any test of military strength with the U.S.S.R. because we
have fought in several wars since 1945, while the Russian

- military remained untested in battle and has grown rusty. '
This is usually offered as proof that Sovxet leaders will soon|
test their armed forces.

The war hawks who would rather not be bothered with
the niceties of a U.S.-Soviet joint arms-planning arrange-
ment are, however, fearful that a repudiation of SALT H by
the Senate will encourage the defense and foreign affairs
ministries of other nations to speed up their own military
preparations, including nuclear-weapons development.
Otherwise they will not be able to defend their territories

. and interests against incursion and likely war among the
great powers. Other nations will take the Senate’s rejection
. as a devil’s blessing to build up their own nuclear arsenals.

It is not surprising that even the war hawks among U.S.
military planners fear this situation. The nuclear game of
chess (or is it poker?) between the Russians and themselves
looks stable in comparison to the anarchy of nuclear
proliferation and catalytic war situations in which in-
dividual nations arm to theteeth and pursue their own am-
bitions and hatreds. Thus, the SALT II agreement has an
important symbolic influence on the direction of the world'

arms race. If the Senate rejects the treaty, war and defense
planners in other nations will have all the more reason to
conclude that arms control is an empty game.

* We thus find ourselves in a tragic dilemma-——one in which
any action is dangerous and will predictably add to our
overall problems. The question becomes whether support
for the SALT II agreement will lead to smaller, less
disastrous problems than not supporting it. In my view, the
answer to this question is yes. -

CONTINOID
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There is, hoxr;evet, a qualifier. This affirmative answer is ‘

linked to.the manner in which the agreement is supported
and the political strategems employed to pass the treaty.
Senators Mark Hatfield, George McGovern and William
Proxmire are politically correct in questioning whether the
treaty would be an advance over the present situation. Theit
apparent intention is to signal the President that the liberal
segment of the Senate will not have its support of this treaty
taken as a silent assent to a counterforce or limited-
counterforce strategy and a faster arms race.

]

ecently, Senator Hatfield told President Carter
/ that he was deeply concerned about the Ad-
ministration’s adoption of a counterforce
i stl;ategy Hatfield and other Senators have made
it clear that the creation of a counterforce arms system would
outweigh the benefits of a SALT II agreement. Unfortunate-
ly, counterforce was sanctified into official doctrine by then
Defense Secretary James Schlesinger in January 1974, and
has been the preferred strategy ever since. Already we have
purchased .weapons to sustain this strategy, and it would be
extraordinarily difficult to interrupt it. Even George M.

Seignious 2d, the head of the Arms Control and Disarma-
ment Agency and the President’s chief arms-control adviser,
urges that the United States adopt the MX system to assure
itself of counterforce capability.

From a progressive perspective the only courses of action
are changing the institutionalized military and national-
security nature of states—the primary cause of the arms
race—and devising policies that offer an-alternative to the
military’s disastrous doctrines. The pohtxca.l questions to be
considered thus become:

(/) Can conversion planning away from the arms race
and toward peaceful economic enterprises take place be-
tween the Soviet Union and the United States through
diplomatic negotiations, as well as within their respective
borders? Is such planning and implementation activity
inspectable?

(2) Is it possible to make clear statements and undertake
actions that show the SALT II agreement is not contradic-
tory to disarmament?

(3) Finally, is there a means (such as mass actxons) to get

&

TAPEYy
Laa il

g

" across to the hawks that war and war planning are not the.

highest purposes of civilization, but. rather perversions of
them, which must be judged as criminal activities? (I realize
that the question of liberation struggles against racist and

fascist regimes will remain, but from an international stand- |

point, and from the standpoint of the United States, these
struggles are local, and must be judged in the light of the

common stnvmgs of humankind for human rights. Besrdes, )
there is little prospect of, say, blacks in South Africa using
nuclear weapons in their struggle. It is the white South
Africans who have the nuclear capability, after all, and who'!
are likely to use it.)
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The national debate over SALT 11 provides an opportuni-:
ty for organizations to put forward proposals in com-:
munities, cities and Congress that point more clearly in the:
direction of arms limitation than does the agreement that
Carter and Brezhnev signed in Vienna. One such proposal
would be a resolution or an amendment (the form it would‘
take would depend on the nature of the Senate debate, but !
preferably an amendment by the Senate) which would make -
clear that the United States wanted to begin discussions on
international conversion and plans to end the arms race.
This question would necessarily include pressing proposals
for conversion of the present national-security structures
that in an automatic, almost unconscious manner produce
the arms race. Thus, an amendment to SALT Il should be
drawn up that outlines immediate steps for joint discussions
.on conversion, budget limitations and ways to retnstitute
the framework of disarmament laid out in the McCloy-
Valerian talks of 1962. Those discussions were committed to
seeking comprehensive world disarmament in stages.
Second, this amendment should take into account the
various resolutions of the United Nations on disarmament “
and conversion, including the statements of the U.S.
representative. This would be the prime signal of a shift in 4
war planning. By highlighting the way that the arms race is .
institutionalized in the SALT II agreement, we will be ex-
posing its economic and political causes. The policy conse-
quences of armaments that other nations should bear in
mind are dramatized in the dollar increases for tactical nuclear
weapons, conscription, MX development and so on. . ‘
An additional resolution or amendment to the SALT II
treaty would place the signatories on record as favoring a
moratorium on the design, development, production or ac-
quisition of all major weapons systems. Such an amendment
would lead to formal negotiations within the McCloy-Valer-
ian framework, and that of the United Nations disarma-
ment discussion. Another amendment should be drawn up
stating that the SALT 11 agreement is not meant to stimulate
military expenditures, weapons development and testing,
etc., in areas not covered by immediate agreement. It is like-
ly that this kind of amendment or resolution would have the
broadest support within the Senate, and should be the
minimal position taken by those in favor of ending the arms
race. Resolutions of this nature should also be introduced in
the House of Representatives as a way of emphasizing that
Congress as a whole wants a disarmament process.
Finally, resolutions should be drawn up making clear that
the arms race itself is a moral and political disaster for
American and world civilization, that we are all in mortal

. danger of genocidal crimes against humanity and that we

must redouble our efforts to forge a new system of interna-
tional security. It could be stated in this resolution that

| the United Nations Charter calls for the formation of an

international security commmee to fashion a world security

arrangement. This amc]e of the charter should be referred
to in ‘an amendment or: ‘resolution. Upon its being made a
reality rests the hope that-new security arrangements can be
devised that will enable ‘world civilization to avoid untold
misery. without abandoning the human need for
liberation. |

a
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. warheads for every county in the
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 Daniel Patrick Moynihan ~ \

Arms Limitation Lost)

In 1969 when discussion of an arms
limitations treaty began, the Soviets:
had 1,050 ICBM warheads. In 1985 at
the conclusion of SALT they will.
have upwards of 12,000. This is four

United States. In terms of missile
throw-weight, the Soviets will con-
tinue their rapid increase from their
current level of 11.3 million pounds to
15 million pounds by 1985, the treaty’s
expiration date. This will be half
again the American throw-weight.
The number of Soviet MIRVed 'mis-
sile launchers alone will almost dou-|
ble under the treaty period from thed_
g;ée;'ent level of about 700 to 1,200 in-

The problem I suggest with the-
process is that—so far—it has re-
quired American negotiators to reach

"agreement with the Soviet Union in-

an area where there is no agreement..
Their strategic buildup has been
under way, as Secretary of Defense
Harold Brown attests, for 15 years. It
was well under way when formal
SALT negotiations began. It has-
never .ceased because the Soviets-
would not agree to do so. RS
As a result, more often.than not, ;
the actual negotiations in-SALT have
taken place within the American gov-
ernment. The process goes something
as follows. The advocates of strategic
arms limitations obtain agreement to
have “talks”—that is the term—with
the Soviets. In these talks they find
the Soviet government has already
agreed with its military to continue
their nuclear buildup. (At the time of
SALT I the Soviets had aiready de-

. cided to build the SS19, which they

proceeded to do. This is one reason
why our Minuteman force is now
threatened.)

Accordingly a treaty is drafted that
permits the increase in Soviet strate-
gic forces the Soviets have already
planned. Our negotiators return with |
this treaty, which the American mili- |
tary in all honor cannot support un-
less a corresponding increase im

The writer is @ Democratic seng-
tor from New York. This article is- \
excerpted from a statement to the |
Senate on Wednesday.

American nuclear forces is also to
take place. This is then agreed to on
our side through a complex negotia-
tion involving the White House, the
State Department, the Defense De-
partment and Congress. .

- The MX has become the price of-
SALT IL 1t is hard to describe the
_weapans system, for it changes every

day. At minimum it is complex. More
seriously, it will require the Soviets to
dep}oy_:o(x'?e 8,000 warheads to neu.
tralize it. (Two warheads 20 possi-
ble sites for 200 missiles.) per
. Thus the Urited States joins the
arms race the Soviets insist on. This is
the ultimate irony. Without thinking,
without so far as I can tell even notic-
ing, United States behavior in nu-
clear weapons has become basically -.
imitative of Soviet behavior, because ;
we have accepted the Soviet defini- f
tion of “arms control.” ‘
By the end of SALT = the United

States will have four nuclear war- |-

heat.is for every rayon—the Soviet |
equivalent of our county—in the |
Soviet Unjon. .

In the meantime, our conventional
military forces grow relatively
weaker with respect to the Soviets. In !
the kind of conflict one can imagiae ,
and could accept we are ever more
likely to. be overmastered. All be-
cause we wanted arms limitation and
went about it badly.

The gods must weep.

I would hope we do not have to
settle for this. I believe we ean still
negotiate a strategic arms limitation,
agreement that will limit arms. -

Such hope as there exists for this is
found in the “Joint Statement of
Principles and Basic Guidelines for
Subsequent Negotiations on the Limi- ~
tation of Strategic Arms,” an append-
age to the treaty, though not a part of
it that sets the agenda for the next
round of SALT. This joint statement
calls for a third SALT agreement that

" but now more important, at Vienna

will bring about a “reduction in the

! numbers of strategic arms, as well as

for their further qualitative limita-
tion.” o

These are not instructions; even if
they were, they are not binding. They

reflect nothing more than the ideals !
with which SALT I and SALT II were :
entered upon—on our side. For it is !
an open secret that when the United !
States in Moscow, .in March 1977, pro-
posed a specific reduction in strategic
arms of one-third, the Soviets re-
jected any such specific. Less kmown,

in June the United States proposed to
the Soviets that the joint statement
on SALT HI specifically call for a one-
third reduction in strategic arms, and
again the Soviets refused.

Worse. The United States entered
into the negotiations for SALT I with
a prenounced advantage in strategic-
weapons and those for SALT Il with a
sufficient advantage. The prospect is
that the SALT I negotiations will |
vegin with the Soviets amticipating
strategic supremacy by the end of the
process. In such circumstances, to

“hold out hopes for any real reduction

is seli-deception or worse.

Our only hope is to obtain agree-
ment for a SALT III-reduction in
arms now while the United States still
retains the option to head off that
shift in the strategic balance. If there
are to be reductions in SALT 1T, their
attainment must be written into
SALTII.

1 therefore propose an amendment
to the treaty that will add a new
provision to Article XIX of the text:

CONTINUER
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4. The Parties shall conclude, by
December 31, 1981, an agreement
which shall, as a result of the nego=
tiations undertaken in accordance
with the Joint Statement of Princi-
ples and Guidelines for Subsequent

Jegotiations on.the Limitation of
Strategic Arms agreed upon at
Vienna on June 18, 1979, effect sige
nificant and substantial reductions
in the numbers of strategic offensive
arms, consistent with the require-
ment for the maintenance of essen~
tial strategic equivalence. This
agreement shall enter into effect im=
mediately upon the expiration of the
present Treaty or sooner, a8 the Par-
ties shall decide. If the Parties agre
unable to conclude such an agree-
ment by December 3l, 1981, the
present Treaty shail terminate on

Unlike other proposals that have
been made to force the pace of the
SALT III pegotiations, this provision
does not require undoing the present
SALT 1I treaty. With respect to tim-
ing, it meshes with the expiration of
the protocol to the treaty, which will
jtself automatically lapse on Dee. 31,
1981.

This much is certain: Our margin
for error in SALT has disappeared.
We must rescue the “process” from
jtself; otherwise, it will present us
with ever more unappealing choices.
‘We must recover for SALT the possi
bility of arms limitation and genuine
arms reductions. This, so it seems to
me, is the major contribution the Sen=
ate can make to the preservation of
the SALT process that the president
and others seek. We must at least
make the effort.

Approved For Release 2009/04/28 : CIA-RDP05S00620R000501270001-6



Wl gy

Approved For Release 2009/04/28 : CIA-RDP05S00620R000501270001-6

g

n LE APPEARED
XTICLE A 2

-

L
P ¥as

AT
onN ?

Ex—Négdﬁator_ on SALT Details |

THE WASHINGTON POST

2 August 1979

- Split With Joint C}}jefs ‘&\-\ '

=" As he had in testimony July 12 be- -

, " By Walter Pincus

T+ T Waskinstos Post Staff Writer

- Retired Lt. Gen. Edward J. Rowny,
» who- recently resigned im.protest as
" the"Joint Chiefs: of Staff representa.
- tive-in the SALT II negotiations, said
. Yesterday he parted company- with his
- military superiors in March- when
% they dropped their previously strong

[
|

- objections to  “concessions® by the '

" Carter administration.

i, “We made rather large concessions™
‘while the Soviets “made small ones”

.thetic hearing. before the
; Armed Services Committee.

> Asked why the nation’s top military
s leaders would back down from their
! earlier positions, the forceful former
+Army officer said, “I attribute it
‘ to the [Administration’s] interest and
- zeal to have an arms control agree-
.-ment—and the appeal to the military
» that risks can be taken and should be
: ta.ke.n." , .

*  Rowny resigned from the Army in
- June- after six years as the Joint

Senate

-

~in the last months of negotiation, -
- Rowny said at a primarily sympa. .

)
i

!

'Chief's 'reppresentative just as the

“SALT treaty was being signed in Vi.

Jemna. ., :

/- Untll March 1979, Rowny said, he-

. and the joint chiefs wanted; . - .
* Cuts to be made in the 308 Soviet |

. heavy landbased ICBMs, the SS18s, or

some  other compensation to the| -

- United States since it was not allowed
. to have any heavy misgiles;
® No limitations on cruise missiles

whether long or short range.
® The Soviet Backfire bomber to be

it could reach the United‘ States _f;-om

Soviet bases. :
Those positions were not reflected

in the SALT II agreement that was

. announced in May and signed in June.

Nonetheless the joint chiefs have
given their support to the trsaty,
terming it “modest but useful” In

their testimony before the Senate,

. however, the chiefs repeatedly have

expressed concern on just those provi-

. sions Rowny termed previously unac:

~ ceptable.

l counted as a- strategic system. because -

. plied, “None.®

_want that now.”

fore the Sinate’ Foreign - Relations
Comumittee, Rowny yesterday said
SALT II should be sent back for re-
uegotiation, . R

He insisted that although “the So-
viets would show a lot. of hurt, it
would not be the erd of the world. In .
time they’ll. come around . . . the -
strain sooner or later will have to show
fon their economyl."” ,

He said his one criiicism of the posi-]
tion taken Tuesday by former secre-:
tary of state Henry A, Kissinger was.
that “he wants equality [in heavy mis-
siles] to take place in SALT IIL L.

<. Several times, in- answer to ques--

-tions yesterday, Rowny gave illustra-
_tions of what he termed U.S. lack of

patience in negotiating with the Sovi.
ets. “We say we'll stick-to a position,”
he recalled for Sen. John Tower (R-
Tex), “but we don’t. They sit us out.” -
Rowny said the -United States.
“should have persisted in its objective
of insisting upon a reduction” in the

. Soviet heavy missiles, b

In March 1977, the United States
proposed that the present Soviet limit

of 308 heavy missiles be cut to 150 and ;-
. that both sides be limited to 550 land-

’

based ICBMs that carry more than !
one bomb or warhead—the so-called
multiple independently targetable re-
entry vehicles, or MIRVs.

The Soviets turned that proposal— |
which was part of a broader arms con-
trol package—down. .. ;

 In later sessions, according to in-
. formed sources, the United States
tried to get the Soviets to limit the

heavy ICBMs to 190, then 220, then
230 before the Americans finally just
.gave up on that issue,

Asked by Sen. Gary Hart (D-Colo)
what concessions he would be willing
to make in return for the Soviets’' lim-
iting their heavy missiles, Rowny. re-

PO PN EURY-

.tion is. protected by the ment;
.the Soviets do cordiz

- Rowny.

‘nical means”—the phrase describing
_II provisions.

He went on to say the treaty is sup-
posed to give both sides équality in

" strategic weapons, but Soviet posses-

sion of the big missiles is “s.unilaters]
right” - o o
When the U.S. advantage in sub-

. launched warheads was brought up,

Rowny declared they were far less of-
i;ctlvg than l".he:‘ warheads on the SS-

" Rown said the military chiefs had
pressed to prevent any limitation on
cruise missiles since they were prima-
rily a U.S weapon But, he added,
when it was clear there were to be
some limits, the chiefs initially diss-
greed with the positions eventuslly
taken. . : B .

For example, the chiefs opposed a
Soviet proposal to count all. conven-
tional cruise missiles as if they were
nuclear. : -

They earlier had opposed limited
ranges for ground and sub-launched
missiles. When some. limits were im-
minent, the chiefs wanted them at 200
kilometerH range that would affect
hux(:idreds of Soviet weapons, B'owny]
sal ) .

“This view did not prevail” Rowny:
told the committeee. Instead the limit |
in the treaty protocol was set at 600!
kilometers, a distance that would keep
any U.S. system from reaching the So-
viet Union from bases in Western Eu- |
rope.._ .

" The protocol will expire in Decem-
ber 1981, before the U.S. lmd‘bued;
cruise missile will be ready for de-
ployment. Nevertheless, the chiefs)

.
t
{

"had opposed _thg prptoeol_u setting aj

precedent. )

- Sen. William Cohen (R-Maine) con-
firmed through Rowny his concern
that there was no firm undderstand-
ing on what constitues ‘national tech-

intelligence monit.ori_n; of the SALT
The United States belleves use of
third countries for intelligence collee-

not, .

Ve s

rding to

e
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SALT 11 Critics Hbzﬁe Theirf
Objections

By Robert G. Kaiser

‘Washington Post Siafif Writer
Supporters of SALT II express sat-
isfaction with the three weeks of hear-
ings held on the treaty so far, noting
approvingly that iew new arguments
against it have emerged, and no sena-
tor has yet been able to embarrass se-
riously the administration’s witnesses.

But the critics have hardly raised
the white flag; they continue to argue |
their case with force and vigor. )

There is no single line of argumen-:
tation shared by all the critics of the
new treaty. Instead there are several :
themes, some embraced by one critic,
some by another. These appear to be
the principal ones:

SALT II is another in a long and
deploradble series of events that betray
the essential fuzzy-mi-ndcdnesa anad
faintheartedness of a series of Ameri-
can admmstratm pmumlarly this
one.

Sen. Henry M. Jackson (D-Wash.)
holds this view. He articulated it a
week before the Vienna summit in a
much publicized speech accusing the
Carter administraticn of pursuing
policies that amount to appeasement
of the Soviet Ynion.

hasn’t been tough enough with the
Russians clearly appeals to a substan-

Services and Foreign Relations com-
mittees. Many recalled during- the
SALT hearings that there were better
times not long ago when no one doub-
ted America’s military superiority,
and especially its strategic nuclear su-
periority over the Soviet Union.

Gen. Alexander M. Haig, once Presi-
dent Nixon's chief of staff and most
recently the supreme commander of
NATO, testitied last week that in his
opinion, an extra expenditure of.$2
billion to $3 billion on strategic weap-

ons every year since 1962 wouid have
protected the nuclear superiority the

United States enjoyed during the Cu- |

ban missile crisis of that year. Haig
touched a sympathetic nerve in many
senators who express frustration that
the United States. has needlessly
squandered its preemment posmon in
the world.

One member of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, Sen. Richard Stone
(D-Fla.), has used virtually every op-
portunity in the hearings to pursue
questions about the United States’ de.

termination to stand up to the Rus-

sians.

Most of Stone’s questions on this
theme have involved Cuba, the home-
land of many of his constituents. He '
has repeatedly suggested that the |
United States has failed to hold the !
Soviets to their promises, given at the ;
conclusion of the 1962 missile crisis,
not to use Cuba as a military base. |
Then last week he lambasted .retiring ;
Ambassador Maicolm Toon for Ameri-
ca's alleged failure to protest suffl |
ciently against the Soviets’ microwave
bopmbardment of the American Em-
bassy in Moscow. .

We were euchred.

‘This view was best. summarized by
Adm. Thomas Moorer, retired chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who
testified before the Foreign Relations
Committee that the United States has
“the world’s worst negotiators.”

The fear that the Soviet Union is
the only party to the SALT talks that
really knows how to pursue its own
interests runs through much of the
skeptical Senate questioning of wit-
nesses. At one point, Jackson seemed
to express his exasperation on this
point by implying to Gen. :David -G.
Jones, the , chairman_of the joint
chiefs, that’ they knéw the United
States had gotten a bad deal, but were
under orders not to say so.

Jones angrily rejected the accusa-
tion. Jackson and Sen. William Cohen
(R-Maine) are trying to get copies of
the joint chiefs’ memos on SALT over
the years as well as the cable traffic
to and from the SALT delegation in
Geneva during the negotiations, ap-
parently to try to show that the ad-
ministration ignored the chiefs’ advice
and mishandled the bargaining. .

The strongest support for this gen-
eral skepticism about the American
negotiating strategy came from Lt.
Gen. Edward J. Rowny, who retired
last month as the joint chiefs’ repre-
sentative on the SALT delegation.

Rowny has told the Foreign Relations

" Committee—and will testify later to.
Armed Services—that officials in’

Washington “tied the hands” of nego-:
tiators in Geneva and missed opportu-i
nities to get a better deal tor the
United States.

We'd be better off with nothing than

with the treaty.
" For years, hard-line critits of Amer-
ican strategic policy have argued that
the United States has stubbornly un-
derestimated the speed and effective-
ness of the. ongoing Soviet buildup.
One of the leading hard-line theoreti-
cians, Prof. Albert Wohlstetter, dem-
onstrated this point in a well-known
article in Foreign Policy magazine
several years ago.

Now many of the-hardliners who
once subscribed to that view are argu-
ing that the Soviets have done so well
that they no longer need to continue
their breakmeck buildup..They: have
all they need, Jackson argued in ef-
fect last week, so a world without
SALT II wouldn’t be much different
than a world with it. Sems. Jobn

Utah) have argued the same point.

If this is so, they continue, it would
be better to jolt the American public
into a realization of the serious plight
America faces by rejecting SALT,
rather than ‘tranquilize” the country
by approving the treaty.

The risks and uncertainties of a
world without SALT clearly worry a
lot of senators, including some who
aren’t thrilled at the prospect of ap-
proving SALT II. But even some sena-
tors who seem inclined to vote for the
tgeaty are sympathetic to the “tran.
quilizer” argument, first raised in
those terms by the jnint chiefs. .
- Thus far in the debate-—which is
likely to continue at least through Oc-

tober, and probably longer—the skep-:

tics’ principal acromplishment has
been to convince a lut of senators that
the United States is not competing
with the Soviets effectively. Senators
of many different persuasions--{rom
hawk to dove—have been won over by
this argument, and it is aiready clear
that the SALT process will add bil-
lions to future: American defense
budgets, whether cr not this treaty

wins two-thxrds anproval in the Sen-
ate. - .
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international Motes

Good for Everyone

When Iran’s revolutionary govern-
ment closed down the U.S. missile mon-
itoring stations in that country last Feb-
ruary, American opponents of SALT U
were fearful that verification of Soviet
compliance with the pact had become-dif-
ficult, if not downright impossible. The
Norwegian military establishment has
now offered to bridge the monitoring gap.
Though nobody had asked Oslo, a Nor-
wegian Defense Ministry spokesman de-
clared that as a NATO ally, his country
would be prepared to provide the US.
with new listening posts and even with
U-2 flights over the Soviet Union. The
Norwegian military’s proposal had been
prompted by speculative news stories in
the U.S. that suggested that Oslo’s help

One of America’s U-2 spy planes

would be welcome. Indeed, Norway al-
ready has a dozen or so listening posts
that are equipped with the latest in US.

- intelligence-gathering tg_:hnology.

The Norwegian military’s offer pre-
dictably angered the Soviets and, less pre-
dictably, annoyed its own civilian lead-
ers. Norwegian Prime Minister Odvar
Nordli stressed that the U.S. had made
no formal request for listening stations or
spy plane flights; he also pointed out that
SALT II seems to call for inspection only
by the U.S. and U.SS.R. If the two sig-

Norwegian Prime Minister Odvar Nordi

natories to the treaty should ask a third -
party to verify compliance with restric- !
tions on missile modernization, then, said !
Nordli. “Norway ought o be willing.” |
Foreign Minister Knut Frydenlund was

also critical of the position taken by the

Defense Ministry. which-has traditionally.
been more hawkish than the rest of the
government. Said a ranking Oslo diplo- .
mat: “The military should be more

sophisticated.”

Still, the Norwegian military estab-
lishment maintained that its proposal was |
a good test of Moscow’s willingness to per- ;
mit effective verification of SALT IL
“Sometimes the Soviets can’t see what’s .
plainly in their own best interest,” insist- '
ed an Oslo Defense Ministry spokesman.
“Inspection is good'for everyone.”

WiMba s AT
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SALT 11 and U.S. Strategic Safeguards.

Washington,
{\NE OF THE OBJECTIVES of SALT is
to regulate, in a balanced fashion,
aipects of two fundamentally dissimilar and
zsymmetrical force structures. Not only are
t=2 force structures different in their compo-
sition, but differsnt features on each side’s
isrces are viswed as more threatening by the
cther side. ] :
These differing perspectives  have
nreduced a negotiating process marked by
various compromises and tradeoffs as each
aide seeks to protect the essential character of

By Gen. David C. Jones

its own forces while attempting to minimize .
the most threatening aspects of the other
side’s. ‘

. The result is an agreement with some
wrovisions clearly favoring one side and some
clearly favoring the other. The question of eq-
uity, then, cannot adequately be evaluated by
a narrow and selective critique of portions of
the SALT II agreement. Only a balanced ap-
praisal of the total will yield an adequate |
evaluation. - \

|
i
1
i

“Two issues of particular concern to us with
regard to equity have been the Soviets’ unilat-
eral right to deploy 308 Modern Large Ballis- -
tic Missiles (MLBM), which was allowed in |
SALT 1 [in 1972] and carried forward to
SALT 1I, and the exclusion of the Backfire
bomber from the aggregate totals of strategic |
nuclear delivery vehicles (SNDVs) allowed
under the agreement.

Claarly, the desired result would have been -
a major reduction in Soviet ML.BMSs in order -
to have reduced their very significant throw-
weight capability and attendant potential to
carry large numbers of warheads. Having
failed to achieve that objective, we should ac-
ceatuats our determination to obtain substan.
tial reductions in future negotiations. In the °
interim, limiting the SS-18 [heavy missile].
to 10 warheads achieves an impostant re-
straint on their MLBM potential.

The second major concern is the failure to
count the Backfire bomber in the SNDV ag-
gregate totals. While we are well aware of its
employment capabilities in peripheral and
maritime roles, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
consistently recommended that the Backfire |
be included in the aggregate because it has an |

o

‘Soviet compliance with the many provisions

treaty will provide in this effort. With or with-

intercontinental range capability.

Nevertheless, the United States did obtain
some constraints on the Backfire, the most
important of which is a production limit not
to exceed 30 a year. Furthermore, the United
States rstains the right to build and deploy an
aircrait with equivalent capabilities.

We believe that an issus of great impor-
tance is the question of whether the SALT £
agreements can be verified adequataly to pro-
tect our national security. . :

The many quantitative and qualitative |
limitationa contained in the treaty will pose 8 |
stern challenge to our varied and highly capa-
ble intalligence systems. Our review of these
matters indicated that U.S. ability to monitor

of the agreement varies substantially. The dif-
ficulty of this task and the loss of important
capabilities associated with our collection sys-
tems in Lran, makse it essential that we vigor-
ously pursue improvemeants in the capabilities
of our monitoring assets.

- While -recognizing the difficulties associ-
ated with verification, we must also acknowl-
edge the important assistance the SALT I

out SALT, we will be required to keep track
of Soviet military capabilities as the basis for
our defense planning and ultimately our na-
tional security. Certain provisions within the
treaty will make the task sasier: -

e Counting rules—Provisions on ICBMs
(Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles) such as
“once tested MIRVed, all counted MIRVed”
and “look alike, count alike” help resolve
potential verification ambiguities; similarly, |
requirements for various types of externally
observable differences assist in distinguishing
among various aircraft and cruise missiles.

o Non -interference / non conceclment
measures—Most important of all is insuring
access to photographic and electronic moni-
toringdata;int.honhunaofmch measures,
there would be no restriction on any intalli- .
gence-denisl measures the Soviets might }
choose to take, severely compounding our in- :
telligence gathering difficulties (a much |
greater problem for us than for the Soviets, |
due to the open U.S. society). :

In this connection, thers has been much .
discussion resarding agreement or lack of 3

. strategic forces are:

sgreement on telemetry encryption. The
agreed Second Common Understanding to Ar-
ticle XV of the treaty states that “. . . neither
party shall engage in deliberate denial of tele-
metric information, such as through the use of
telemeiry encryption, whenever such denial
impedes verification of compliance with the
provisions of the treaty " Any Soviet attempt
to deny or impede our ability to monitor
SALT-limited parameters would be regarded '
by us as a most grave violation of the treaty.

Thus far in this discussion of equity and
mutual interest, 1 have concentrated on the
key issues of most concern to us. There are !
also a number of important restrictioos in
SALT II which operats primarily to our ad-
vantags. Among the most important provi-
sions having an impact on Soviet plans for

ta. - l

o Aggregate limits that will require the |
Soviets to dismantle (or convert to non-offen- .
sive systems) 250-plus operational systems; .
these are older and less capable weapons but
still a significant fraction of their total sys- |

_tems and megatonnags. .

- @ The various limitations that will enhance .
the predictability of the range of Soviet force |
developments, thus assisting us in our forcs
planning. - -

¢ The cap on RV (Re-entry Vehicle) frac-
tionation that denies full exploitation of the !
major Sovist throw-weight advantage for the.i
period of the treaty. - - - Lo d

o Testing, production and deployment of
the SS- 18 [Soviet missile] banned. }

On the other hand, the specific limita on.
the United States are quite nominal and pro-
vide the folowing options in planning our.
strategic forces: - -

o We can build an ICBM which fully meets
our security requirements. R

® We can continue with the modemnization
of our Submarine-Launched Ballistic Missile
(SLBM) program at the pace we determine. -

e We can continue to modernize our air-
breathing systems, including tha exploitation
of our air, ground and sea-launched cruise

The danger to the United States does not
arise from any specific limitations in the
agreement, but from potentisl consequences
of unilateral actions or inactions in ths past

" and, if we are not careful, in the futurs. _. .

oox\‘ﬂ@@
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Our ability to take the necessary program-|
-matic actions to ensure essential strategic!
equivalence is the ultimate test for Salt II.|
Our options and flexibility under the treaty!
are adequate, so long as we chuose to exercise |
them.

The most serious concern of the Joint
Chiefs of Staif in this regard is the risk that
SALT 11 could be allowed to become a tran-
quilizer to the American people, in which case
adverse strategic trends could well become ir-
reversible.

In 1972, our predecessors on the Joint
Chiefs of Staff endorsed SALT I with the as- :
surance that certain follow-on actions would .
be implemented to safeguard our strategic in-
terests. Regrettably, their advice was not !
heeded. Had it beeds followed, we would face |

less perilous stratagic prospects in the1380s,
and we are convinced we could have achisved

 deeper mutual reductions in SALT I == 1=~ |
-, We are seriously concerned lest the nation .

repeat earlier mistakes through complacency,

" an incomplete understanding of the magni-

tude of the Soviet buildup, or an insufficient
appreciation of the broeder consequences of
Soviet momentum in terms of stability, global
cats B

Therefors, we consider it absolutely-essen-
tial that, if the nation accepts the SXLT II

agreement, it does 30 with a full understand-
ing that we will be required to undertakarcse: -

ries of important strategic modernizatios pro.
grams in order to maintain strategic-parity
within the limits agreed upon. In this connec:
tion, the decision to proceed with the dévelop
ment of the MX [mobile] missile, capable of
carrying 10 re-entry vehicles and deployed in

a survivable basing. mode, is an important |

step toward this end.

None of us is totaily at ease with all the
provisions of the SALT agreement. | ez
pressed our concerns on the Soviet MLBMs
and Backfire earlier and we also have signifi-
cant concerns with regard to our ability to
monitor certain aspects of the agreement. Wé

belisve, though, that the risks in this ares-are ' -

acceptable, provided we pursue vigorously
challenges to questionable Soviet practices;
improvements in the capability of our moni-
toring assets and modemization of our strats*
-gic forces. In this contaxt, the Joint Chiefs.of

Staff believe: tht,mtmont.il adequately

verifiable. =~ . . .. —a

We believe it is essential that the nation
and its leadership view SALT II as a modest
but useful step in a long-range process which
must include the resolve to provide adequate
capabilities to maintain strategic equivalence :
coupled with vigorous efforts to achieve fur .
ther substantial reductions ot

If this can be achieved, history will zecosd
SALT [} as a step forward; without this com-
mitment, we will find that SALT [1 made Lit.
tle differsnce and may have been a net loss.
Fortunately, our nation has the opportunity |
to make that choice. e

General David C. Jones is chairmartof the .
U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff. This articte-was
cdapted from his testimony on the strategic,
arms limitation treaty (SALT [I) this monsis
before the Senate Foreign Relations Commis \
tee.’ Y

Glossary

Following is a glossary of solac}ad terms
used in the strategic arms discussion:

Fractionation—~Tha division of &, mis-
sile’s payload into separats re-entry vehi-

cles.

MIRV—Multiple Independently tar-
getable Re-entry Vehicle; a package of two
or more re-entry vehicles which can be
carried by a single ballistic missile and
delivered on separate targeta. A missile so
equipped is said to be MIRVed. MIRVing
is a kind of fractionation. :

MLBM —~Modern Large Ballistic Mis-
sile; another term for Heavy Missile. A
beavy misaile is one with a large payload of
nuclear warheads capable of destroying
fized, hardened targets, such as U.S. Min-
utemen ICBMs in silos hardened, ot pro-:
tected, by concrete.

Telemetry—The transmission of elec-|
tronic signals by missiles to earth. Moni-
toring these signals aids in evaluating a
weapon’s performance and provides a way
of verifying weapons tests undertaken by-
an adversary. Encryption of such signais.
means encoding them to conceal the data;
thus transmitted. , : ‘
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—i(;oking out for
No. 1in SALT-2-

N THE LAST YEAR, Soviet missile sub-
marines have been dismantled because of
limits under SALT-1. We watched as they built
these submarines. When they were fitting out for sea
trials, we knew it. We watched as they put to sea. And
we watched as the submarines were dismantled. - -

The SALT-2 Treaty, signed in Vieana in June by -
President Carter, was painstakingly designed and -

negotiated so that we can adequately verify—by our
own independent intelligence capabilties—that the
Soviets are living up to its terms.

We use photographic satellites, other satellite-

borne sensors, powerfui radars and numerous other-
means, operating from air, land and sea, to survey'-

the Soviet Union oa a regular, thorough and accurate
basis. We do not depend on any one source exclusive~
ly. If we have even the slightest suspicion of a
violation we can raise it with the Soviets at 2 speciat
commission that has been set up for-this purpose.
The ultimate sanction, if our concerns are not
satisfied, is to repudiate the treaty and take whatever

steps we believe necessary to protect our security. .

- The treaty itself provides for this. - =
_ Ifind our mtamgence capabnlmes truly utomsh-

A

By GEORGE M. SEIGNIOUS2d 7 !

1

ing. especially since when I began my nulmry

career in World War II, we seldom knew what was -

happening 600 yards behind enerny Imes, let alone
6,000 miles away.

Today, it's vastly different. We know wbere Soviet -
missile subs are built. We count their missile tubes .
as they are installed and can determine the type of
missile they are designed for. * . -

We know the location and type of ail So\net ICBM

launchers. We carefully observe missile flight tests, -

and we know whether a missile is tested with one .

warhead or with more than one.- We-can.couat the ;|-

Soviet missile reentry vehicles as they reenter-the

aunosphm We monitor t.ha ccnvernon of older 4

3

= = T AR

i

ICBM launchers. Well before conversion is finished,
we know what type of missile it will contain.

The treaty bans deliberate concealment which
interferes with verification, and it bans interference
with our verification techniques. It also contains
precise definitions and special rules to aid our
verification efforts. If SALT is rejected and we lose
these provisions,. it would beé harder to collect
information on Soviet weapons, although our need
for the information would be no less. No military
leader likes to plan with less, rather than more,
information about a potential adversary—tlut‘s one
reason why I'm for SALT. -

As in any intelligence effort, we can momtor
some systems with greater precision than others.
But I know of no way the Soviets could cheat in
SALT on a scale large enough to pose significant
military. risk, or adversely affect the strategic ba--
lance, and not get caught. The bottom line is that ..
now and in the future we can safeguard the strategic .
rs)?\l;rge and our security against Sovm vxolanons of

" (Retired Gen. Setgmou: zsfdzrcctorofthc US
AmCmml and. Dzsamameﬂt Agencxr) “ena

i
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AVIATION WEEK & SPACE TECHNOLOGY

30 July 1979

Bajt Verificalion fears ;

Begin 1o Ease in Senate

Sy Alton K. Marsh

“Vashinaton—Testimoay in the third week of Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty
Feurings in the Senate indicates growing belief that adequate verification is possibie.

Emphasis
for support of treaiy.

Opposition emerged during hearings
before the Senate Armed Services Com-
miites, where Sen. Sam Nunan (D.-Ga))
s2id his support for the trzaty depends
upor as yet undetected vigorous support
for defense speading by the Carter
Acministration. Joint Chiefs of Staff
chairman Gen. David C. Jones said infia-
tion has reduced the Fiscal 1979 and
proposed Fiscal 1930 Defense budget
increases to well below the 37 promised
by President Jimmy Carter to the North
Azlantic Treaty Organization.

The next day, former NATO command-
er Gen. Alexander M. Haig. Jr, told the
Armed Services Committee he agreed
with Sen. Nunn. He urged that ratifica-
tion of SALT 2 “be held in abeyance”
until serious flaws are corrected.

“Like Sen. Nunn, I am not satisfied
that the necessary commitments have been
made, not only with respect to our strate-
gic needs.” Gen. Haig said. “But I am also
concerned that the Administration’s bud-
g=ts for the past two years and the Presi-
dent’s defense budget projections through
Fiscal 1984 are inadequate to meet our
conventional needs, to say nothing of our
already proffered commitments to
NATO.”

Asked by Sen. Howard W. Cannon (D.-
Nev.) for specific flaws, Gen. Haig cited

tha

s

the hard target kill imbalance_established
in the treaty, the U.S. dependence on
air-breathing strategic capahiity which
means a “12-hr. time sequence” before
reaching Soviet targets. and :te general
lack of consensus on U.S. puncy which
not only hampered SALT negouations but
also has been a problem for 135 vears. Haig

said he sees within the Carter Administra- *

tion “flirtations toward a mutual assured

destruction policy and a minimum deter- |

ent.”
Sen.

increase in the defense budget as his price

for support of SALT 2, but said he

Nunn called for a 4-5% real .

doubted the Carter Administration will |
take corractive action on infiation to make -

that possible.

now is shifting to demands that defense speading be increased as a condition

“The Presiden’s budget through 1984
shows the Carter administration is not
ready to compete with the Soviet Union in
the military arena,” Sen. Nuan said.

Sen. Barry Goldwater (R.-Ariz.)
changed his opinion of last March when he
announcad last week that he finds the
treaty verifiable, but he still intends to
vote against it. Sen. Goldwater told AVIA-
TION WEEK & SPACE TECHNOLOGY his
determination that the treaty is adequate-
ly verifiable is based partly on his knowli-
edge of electronics.

Sen. Goldwater has reviewed a 14-
volume Senate Intelligence Committee
study of verification, as has Sen. Joseph R.
Biden, Jr. (D.-Del.). Sen. Biden has deter-
mined in recent days the treaty is verifi-
able. Sen. J. James Exon (D.-Neb.) has
also announced his belief that the treaty is
verifiable.

The ' Senate Intelligence Committee
report is described by one observer as
presenting information on both sides of the
issue that could be taken either way. Sen.
Jéhn Glenn (D.-Ohio), who is considered
the key senator on the verification issue,
also has read the secret report and has not
reached a conclusion. Sen. Glenn is
considering the attachment of three “re-
servations” to the treaty that would:

® Require announcement by both the
U. S. and Soviet Union of all missile tests
prior to flight, including those inside
national territory not now covered by the
treaty.

® Seek voluntary agreement not to
encrypt missile telemetry. Failing that, the
U. S. might encrypt whatever information
the Soviets encrypt.

m Require notification of appropriate

Senate committees of complaints by either
side to the Standing Consultative Com-
mission. the U. S.-Soviet group established
eader SALT 1 to deal with questions of |
compliancz. It meets twice a year. '

Other clarifications may come from .
Sen. John W. Warner (R.-Va.), who noted
during hearings before the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee that the Soviets do |
not recognize U.S. listening posts mn -
foreign nations as a national technical
means of verification.

Outgoing U.S. ambassador to the |
Sovist Union Malcolm Toon, like Sen.
Goldwater, has overcome earlier doubts
about verification to announce his support
for the treaty before the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee. |

Sen. Glenn now agrees with the Joint
Chiefs’ testimony (aw&sT July 16, p. 25)
that SALT 2 is a “‘modest but useful” step
forward in the SALT process. He has said
he will support the treaty il questions of
verification can be resolved.

Sen. William S. Cohen (R.-Me.) joined
in a call by Sen. Henry M. Jackson (D-:
Wash.) for memos and cable traffic |
between the negotiators and the Joint '
Chiefs of Staff, which would reveal mili- |
tary advice given on the treaty.

Among other recommendations, the
Joint Chiefs of Staff called for lower ceil-
ings on total weapons and multipie
warhead launchers, and inclusion of the
Soviet Tupolev Tu-22M Backfire bomber
in the totals. . )

Defense Secretary Harold Brown con-
tinued to press the argument that u.s.
land-based missiles will become vulnerable !
to a Soviet first-strike during 1982-86 with !
or without SALT 2, but SALT 2 will |
make that unstable period more predict- |
able since it establishes limits. Gen. Jones |
said the U. S. does not fear a period when ;
the Soviets could launch an actual strike |
“out of the biue,” but rather, a period '
when the Soviet confidence for political
adventurism is increased. :

. Brown said failure to count mothbailed '
Boeing B-52 bombers in the weapons total
would have allowed the Soviets to stock-’
pile uncounted bombers. The U. S. would:
have to destroy several of 37 B-52 hulks.
now in storage. while the Soviets would.
destroy 250 missiles and bombers built
since 1965. ‘
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THE BALTIMORE SUN
31 July 1979 :

SALT Il and U.S. Strategic

Washington.
ONE OF THE OBJECTIVES of SALT is
' to regulate, in a balanced fashion,
23pects of two fundamentally dissimilar and
2symmetrical force structures. Not only are
the fores structures different in their compo-
sition, but differsnt features on each side’s
#yzces are viewed as more threatening by the
other side. )
“These differing perspectives  have
nroduced a negotiating process marked by
various compromises and tradeoffs as each

side seeks to protect the essential character of

By Gen. David C. Jones

its own forces while attempting to minimize
the most threatening aspects of the other
side’s.

. The result is an agreement with soms
provisions clearly favoring oue side and some
clearly favoring the other. The question of eq-
uity, then, cannot adequately be evaluated by
a narrow and selective critique of portions of
the SALT II agresment. Only a balanced ap-

praisal of the total will yield an adequate !

evaluation.

“Two issues of particular concern to us with
regard to equity have been the Soviets’ unilat-
eral right to deploy 308 Modern Large Ballis-
tic Missiles (MLBM), which was allowed in
SALT 1 [in 1972] and carried forward to
SALT 11, and the exclusion of the Backfire
bomber from the aggregate totals of strategic

N

i

nuclear delivery vehicles (SNDVs) allowed |

under the agreement.

Clearly, the desired result would have been
a major reduction in Soviet MLBMSs in order
to have reduced their very significant throw-
weight capability and attendant potential to
carry large numbers of warheads. Having
failed to achieve that objective, we awwuld ac-
centuate our determination to obtain ubetan-

tial reductions in future negotiations. in the

interim, limiting the SS-18 [heavy =agsile]
to’ 10 warheads achieves an imporvaat re-
straint on their MLBM potential.

The second major concern is the /milure to
count the Backfirs bomber in the SNDV ag-
gregats totals, While we are well aware of its
employment capabilities in peripheral and
maritime roles, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
consistently recommended that the Backfirs
be included in the aggregate because it has an

4

|

l
|

i_

" tems in

intarcontinental range capability. .

Navertheless, the United States did obtain
some constraints on the Backfire, the most
important of which is a production limit not

to exceed 30 a year. Furthermore, the United
States retains the right to build and deploy an
aircraft with equivalant capabilities.

We believe that an issus of great impor-
tance is the question of whether the SALT IO
agreements can be verified adequately to pro-
tect our national security. . :

The many quantitative and qualitative
limitations contained in the treaty will pose a
stern challenge to our varied and highly capa-
ble intelligence systems. Our review of these
matters indicated that U.S. ability to monitor
Soviet compliance with the many provisions
of the agreement varies substantially. The dif- -
ficulty of this task and the loss of important
capabilities associated with our collection sys-

{ran, maks it essential that we vigor-
ously pursue improvements in the capabilities
of our monitoring assets.

While recognizing the difficulties a880Ci+
ated with verification, we must also acknowl-
edge the important assistance the SALT II

treaty will provide in this eifort. With or with-
outSALT.wowillbenquindtokeoptnck
of Soviet military capabilities as the basis for
our defense planning and ultimately our na-
tional security. Certain provisions within the
treaty will make the task easier: -

o Counting rules—Provisions on ICBMs
(Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles) such as
“once tested MIRVed, all counted MIRVed”
and “look alike, count alike” help resolw‘
potential verification ambiguities; similarly, |
requirements for various types of extarnally
observable differsnces assist in distinguishing

among various aircraft and cruise missiles.

e Non -interference / non concealment
measures—Most important of all is insuring
access to photographic and electronic moni-
toring data; in the absence of such measures, |
there would be no restriction on any intelli- ;
gence-denial measures the Soviets might °
choose to take, severely compounding our in- -
telligence gathering difficulties (a much ;
greater problem for us than for the Soviets, |
due to the open U.S. society). :

In this connection, thers has been much .
discussion mardinzagreementorhckofi

. strategic forces are:

_tems and megatonnags.

Safeguards.

agreement on telemetry encryption. The
agreed Second Common Understanding to Ar-
ticle XV of the treaty states that “. . . neither
party shall engage in deliberate denial of tele-
metric information, such as through the use of
telemetry encryption, whenever such denial
impedes verification of compliance with the .
provisions of the treaty "~ Any Soviet attempt
to deny or impede our ability to monitor
SALT-limited parameters would be cegarded :
byuuamtmnviohﬁonoft.botruty. i
“ Thus far in this discussion of equity and
mutual interest, | bave concentrated on the
key issues of most concern to us. There are
also a number of important restrictions in |
SALT II which operats primarily to our ad-
vantage. Among the most important provi-
sions having an impact on Soviet plans for
E 3

o Aggregate limits that will require tbe |
Soviets to dismantle (or convert to non-offen- !
sive systems) 250-plus operational systems;
these are older and less capable weapons but :
still a significant fraction of their total sys- .

+ @ The various limitations that will enhancs |
the predictability of the range of Soviet force |
developmants, thus assisting us in our forcs |
planning. . :

o The cap on RV (Re-entry Vehicle) frac-
tionation that denies full exploitation of the|
major Sovist throw-weight advantage for the,
period of the treaty. - - - -

o Testing, production and deployment of:
the SS-16 {Soviet missile] banned. :

On the other hand, the specific limits on.
the United States are quite nominal and pro-:
vide the folowing options in planning our.
strategic forces:s ‘

¢ We can build an ICBM which fully meets
our security requirements.

_ » We can continue with the modernization
of our Submarine-Launched Ballistic Missile
(SLBM) program at the pace we determine. -

e We can continue to modernize our air-
breathing systems, including the exploitation
of our air, ground and sea-launched cruise

The danger to the United States does not
arise from any specific limitations in the
agreement, but from potential consequences
of unilateral actions or inactions in the past
and, if we are not careful, in the futurs, . .

coﬁ‘w"‘s@.
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Our ability to take the necessary program- |
matic actions to ensure essential strategic|
equivalence is the ultimate test for Sait IL.|
Our options and flexibility under the treaty!
are adequate, so long as we choose to exercise |
them.

The most serious concern of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff in this regard is the risk that
SALT 11 could be allowed to become a tran-
quilizer to the American people, in which case |
adverse strategic trenda could well become ir-
reversible,

In 1972, our predecessors on the Joint
Chiefs of Staff sndorsed SALT I with the as- |
surance that certain follow-on actions would !
be implemented to safeguard our strategic in- !
terests. Regrettably, their advice was not

heeded. Had it beets foliowed, we would face |
less perilous strategic prospects in the 13803,
and we ars convinced we could have achisved
. deeper mutual reductions in SALT IL 2= :22°
¥+ We are ssriously concerned lest the astion .
~ repeat sarlier mistakes through complacency,
" an incomplets understanding of the magmi.
- .tude of the Soviet buildup, or an insuificient
" appreciation of the broader consequenges.of
Soviet momentum in tarms of stability, global
power relationships and long term U.S. inter-
ests. : L
- - Thaerefors, we consider it absolutely-essen-
tial that, if the nation accepts the SALT (I
- agreement, it does so with a full understand- |
ing that we will be required to undertake xse:
ries of important strategic modernization pro-
grams in order to maintain strategic-panty
within the limits agreed upon. {n this copoec:
tion, the decision to proceed with the dévelop
ment of the MX [modile] missile, capable of
carrying 10 re-entry vehicles and deployed in
a survivable basing mode, is an imponan
step toward this end.

None of us is totally at ease with all the
provisions of the SALT agreement I ex
pressed our concerns on the Soviet MLBMs
and Baclfire earlier and we also have signifi-
cant concerns with regard to our ability to
“monitor certain aspects of the agreement. Wa

believe, though, that the risks in this aresars |-
acceptable, provided we pursue vigorously -

challenges to questionable Soviet practices,
improvements in the capability of our moni-
toring assets and modernization of our strate:
-gic forces. In this consext, the Joint Chiefs.of

Staff believe the agresment.is adequately

......

verifiable. -~ ... —

We believs it is essential that the nation
and its leadership view SALT I as a modest
but useiful step io a long-range process: which
must include the resolve to provide adequats
capabilities to maintain strategic equivalence :
coupled with vigorous efforts to achieve fur !
ther substantial reductions Bt

If this can be achieved, history will secord
SALT 1] as a step forward; without thus com-
mitment, we will find that SALT [l made lit.
tle difference and may have been a net loss.
Fortunately, our nation has the opporwunity
to maka that choice. e

General David C. Jones is chairmaniof the |
U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff. This articte-was
adapted from hia testimony on the strategic, -
arms limitation treaty (SALT II) this montly
before the Senate Foreign Relations Commi- |
tee.’ L -

Glossary

Following Is a glossary of selected terms
used in the strategic arms discussion:

Fractionation—The division of a.mis.-
sile’s payload into separate re-entry vehi-

cles.

MIRV—Multiple Independently tar-
getable Re-entry Vehicle; a packags of two
or more re-entry vehicles which can be
carried by a single ballistic missile and
delivered on separate targets. A missile so
equipped is said to be MIRVed. MIRVing
is a kind of (ractionation. ‘

MLBM ~Modern Largs Ballistic Mis-
gile; another term for Heavy Missile. A
heavy missile is one with a large payload of
puclear warheads capable of destroying
fized, hardened targets, such as US. Min-
utemen ICBMs in silos hardened, o pro-:
tected, by concrete. |

Telemetry—The transmission of elec-!
tronic signals by misailes to earth. Moni-
toring these signals aids in evaluating a
weapon's performance and provides a way
of verifying weapons tests undertaken by:
an adversary. Encryption of such signals
means encoding them to conceal ths data
thus transmitted. - ~ ‘
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1etters to the editor |

Needed: eyes and ears in Greece

We must at once build supplemen-
tary listening posts to monitor Soviet
missile firings. It will be prudent to
install immediately such facilities in
northern Greece to insure against
possible loss of our equivalent cover-
age of the USSR from listening posts
in Turkey. Additional monitoring
stations in northern Greece will
probably accord us surveillance of
Soviet test launchings from Kapus-
tin Yar and Tyuratam in the Soviet
Union just as effectively as do our
present installations in Diyarbakir

and our other electronic facilities in .

Turkey.

Greece is a secure ally. Turkey is
practicing holdup tactics against us
in its efforts to obtain massive sup-
port for its tottering economy (while
we do not begrudge our help, we
find the forceful approach unaccept-
able) by continuing prevarications
over Cyprus and its repetitive ad-
vices to us that our present monitor-
ing operations within Turkey will
depend upon future Soviet concur- -
rence.

Turkey aims to obtain some $1.5 '

billion of immediate aid to enable it ’
to cope temporarily with its acute

economic probiems. Most of this sup- !
port will have to come from U.g =
sources, both directly and indirectly !
— indirectly because a portion of the |
Turkish bail-out would have to be -
provided by international financial -
organizations which we sustain. And

there is no assurance that such mas-

sive economic help for Turkey will -
not become a repetitive effort on our
partover the coming years. ’

_ Turkey offers us nothing in re-
turn for onr cooperation apart from
incipient Jenial of the use of our

_one-way street and collaborate with.

“taining our help, this would make it.

monitoring facilities on her soil and .
her refusal to solve the Cyprus prob-

lem. If Turkey is to receive financial |
assistance, the minimum conditions |
must include the immediate with- |
drawal of her approximately 30,000 !
troops from Cyprus. 5
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* additionally imperative for us to

The trade-off, measured against
the $1.5 billion that is being so cate- -
gorically demanded, means that
each repatriated soldier would be
worth 550,000 more on Turkish home
territory than on Cyprus. This would
be an extraordinarily generous ar- |
rangement. We, of course, wish to
uphold and aid the present Turkish
democratic government, but why
must we do so at the price of contin-
uing Cypriot humiliation and
tragedy? o

Should Turkey elect to go down 2

the Soviet Union in preference to ob-

have readily available monitoring
stations in northern Greece at least |
as efficient as those we now operate |
in Turkey. We certainly do not wish
to be held to periodic ransom be-
cause of Turkey’s inability to bring -
its house in order, coupled with its |
. continuing intractability in terms of ‘
a just Cyprus solution \ ‘
Paul A. Chadwell
Washington, D.C. o

(NOTE — The writer is retired from
the U.S. Defense Intelligence Agency.)

|
|
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The Kissi

By Laurence Stern
Washington Poss 3:3{f Writer

Citizen Henry A. Kissinger fmaﬂy
spoke his long-awaited word yesferday
on the SALT 1I treaty upon which '
Secretary of State Henry A. Kissinger -
left so strong an imprint of paternity.-

He did not rush to embrace his po-
litical foundling. Instead, he detivered
a message to the Senate-Foreign Rela~
tions Commmee, current forum of the-:

- L3

,y ' News Analysw

SALT debate, spr!nkled thh words of
Spenglerian gloom -on. the -American- .

THE WASHINGTON POST
1 August 1979

SALT II:

% *What has changed” Church asked 1

after Kissinger had painted dark vis- !

tas of Soviet strategic superiority. Kis- \
- yesterday he said no, that he. would

singer answered . that what had
changed was the abandonment of the
military program he and Ford were
proposing as well as the accelerauon 3.
of Soviet technology.

. 'I‘his provoked new challenges from
Chureh and Biden. .
formance is that Kissinger found hirm-
'self . jousting with the advocates,

Soviet strategic. balance and exhorta..s. rather than the opponents, of the
tions to higher U.S. military spending. ..; SALT process. In previous years when-

Beneath his carefully craited reser-
vations, however, Kisginger did .yupply .

the ¢ndorsement for the SALT II pact ...

for which the: Carter adnumstrauon :
had been sorely hoping. . - ..
The performance led professmnal.-
nemgnmxst Sen. . SrI. Ha}:aﬁewa
"’_'—'T"—'

(RCahI) to exclam admu'mgly to Kiss.
singer . om . “the textnre of . yom:‘
thought, the stately procession of your: ; ,
sentences and paragraphs.” :
In his. testimony Kissinger:drew a’
picture of ‘a United States:menaced by :
the ‘“zeopolitical “offensive™ of "a So- "
viet Union now emboldened by the ,

prospect of strategic: .superiority
the early 1980s. It_was a theme thatﬂ

often had echoed from the lips of t;eaty;. )
opponents in the- Senate chambeg the. | -

last few weeks. ..

It was a- state-o! a.ffa.irs for whxch
he said he- sgught.to:cast no hlame,
but could: be«~traced: . toxthe- military
doctrines of .the 1960s (Kennedy-John- -
son years), the political barkiash ‘of:

the Vietnam war: and the Carter:ad-'o :

ministration’sv‘ “unilateral” eancetla-
tions or delays in strategie weepont
systems started in the Nizxom-years. -

Doggedly, Kissinger pressed his vers]
sion of history through the challenges ]
~ of Democratic interrogators: such a.s
Foreign Relations-- Chairman. 4 Sen.
Frank Church (D-Idaho) and Sen. J
seph R. Biden Jr. .(D-Del.). = . .
Church reminded. Klssmzer of his
admenitiontin 1978 against “those who |

r—\'
T

paint dark vistas of: looming U.S. infe- -
riority’”” when he, as secretary of state,.

was still pressing for ‘acceptance of
the SALT II principles he.-and presi.
dent Ford had negotiated at Vladivos-
tok. .- T el K

~ Approved For Release 2009/04/28 :

~ he, ax secretary of state, was pressing
therS ALT cause, these were the sena-
" tors who formed his core of support-

Also, the same Henry Kissinger who«

- ;when in power deplcred congresaonal

-eneroachment in the foreign policy .
process yesterday proposed*penod.zc

two-year Senate reexammatxon.s of the .
treaty: as well .as any future SALT ne- |

- gonatxons from- the standpoint of So-

‘viet. global political bekavior. It was |
.a proposal by Citizen Kissinger that
Secretary Kissinger would _undoubt-
edly have found abhorrent.

The most vexing moments for Kis-
smger came when-Sen. Paul S. Sar-

banes (D-Md.)- tried to press him on
the point of whether he would have
~recommended signing the treaty now
before the Forexgn Relanons Comxmt‘
T tee. .
" “This is a difﬁcult question...
. er; er,. answer,” repued the _treaty’s.

s
--.‘..,.-.__

“chief architect. Sarbenes repestedly
R pressed and Kissinger hedged.

..Finally, under Sarbanes’. battering

attempt szsmger said, “Yes, I proba-

‘bly would have signed the treaty and
_presented it. to the Senate.” Then
‘came the condition: “But ‘I would
“have- simultaneously asked for mili-
‘tary ‘changes.” - ./ B .

3

T was uttered to- Sarbanes; asy porter.
One major irony of. yesterday s per- P

inger Sword Dance |

" Ambivalence was the political - Eey-
- note of Iussmger’s overa.ll testunony

'Within the course of his appearance

not sign the treaty unless. it were ac-
companied by higher military spend-
_ing and other conditions. He: also said
-.yes, he would sign the. treaty if his
. terms were met. The “no” was. deliv-
ered to Sen. Jesse: A: Helms (R-N.C.),
‘an opponent of.the-treaty. The-“yes”

S

In faet Presxdent' Carter ha.e already
accepted a higher level . of military
spending—3 peroent’ beyond inflation—-
to meet NATO needs. The commitment.
was reaffirmed Monday by Secretary of
Stata Cyrus: R.-Vanes be!orerthe Senate
Armed. Services Committee. .’

- Kissinger carefully e.hiseled his res-
ervations so that none{woul‘d'requxre
renegotiation of the:treaty, a principal
objective of the “killer” amendments
being proposed by opponents of SA.LT

.

e B ok s
Kusmge: kept hxsjteetimony from
the Foreign Relations Committee un-1
til shortly before his appearance yes-
terday, a departure from Senate con-
vention. But when it was ail over;.the
- administration’s~. SAL‘r ~strategists
were understandably. sansﬁed. They
had every reason to be. - N
Despite . Kissmger’se.“resernﬂons"
and ambiguities, they- knew that he
had come down. umnnstakably for rat—
ification—albeit m the . Republican
Party’s chiet foreign poliey .spokes.-
man and a potentially inﬂuentlal ad-
versary in the 1980 presidentlal .cam-
paign. - .- '
However complex and tortnous h.is
arguments, Kissinger in.the end had
to acknowledge his paternity of the
SALTII treaty\ He also had to act ac
cordingly w e

“ -
: 1 R

~ - o

B )
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Kissinger ] Lmks Appmval of
SALT I to Arms iﬁcrease

T 7.The statement al.o 0 revealed 1 little
formance, f.uled w:th mtellectual j _a@ministration sensitivity: “The SALT
,‘tyT::‘i:;"td;:d Tb;gt‘::yl;ng >h‘e :"debate-has underscured the strategic
..o [ end o 31'“13» ‘oblems which the:president has ree-:
Kissinger said yesterday that he | Sen. Claiborne Peil (D-R.1) compli-i- ﬁ‘;m,d and has ,gum to - rectxty
would have signed the SALT II treaty | mented Kissinger..“You've got-a: mars* .since he took office.” :

himself, thus endorsing its specific con- | velous diplomatic way~ of _not-'being>* ns o nior administration ofﬂ‘c ials sai d’

By Robert G. Kaiser
Washington Post Statf Writer

Former secretary of state Henry A.

tents, but went on to warn the Senate

that the United States has fallen into
dire strategic straits.

Ratification of the arms mmtation
treaty, Kissinger said, should depend
on three conditions—a new American
military strategy and an expanded de- -
fense program to fulfill it, three un-
derstandings or reservations that the
Senate could add to _the treaty with. . .
out requiring any refegotiation and a
firm statement from the Senate link- .
ing future SALT negotiations to re-
strained Soviet behavior around the
world. -

The Soviet Union soon will have
paloable strategic advantage over the |-
United States, Kissinger said, and
when other countries realize this, “we
will face a crisis in- our relations with

| administration were-largely to blame -~

_the rest of the world.” - ____J

Recent years have brought “revolu-
tions” in the strategic balance — the
end of clear-cut American superiority .
— and thus in “the postwar security °
and geopolitical structure,” which he
said was based on that American su.
periority. :

“Rarely in history has. a. nation 30
passively accepted. such a radxca.l
change in the military balance,”. Kis-
singer told the Foreign: Relations:
Committee. Although _he foresaw '~

“very grave dangers” facing the-’
* United. States in the 1980s, Kissinger-
said that by the late '808 ‘he situation- course:of the SALT debate thus far,
could become “really quite- favora.bre"’ the Carter- administration last night

too: precise sometunu o Pell observed
with a smile. - LI

. Kissinger was precxse on one pomt—
the unﬁateral decisions:of 'the Carter.

for the gravity of the situation he de v
. scribed. He said several- times that- hﬂ
was not -anxious ‘“ta‘ assess. blame.’

.and he. traced: the. underlying U.S.|.

-when. asked pointedly -- what -had
changed since the days when he was |-
/in' power and: giving ‘rosier” descrip.
“tions of the -U.S.. position, Kissinger:
‘listed mostly Carter; dnnmstratxon
decisions. PR o,

mxmstrauon had been coumnting on:des -
"ploying the Bl bomber. {canceied by,

Carter) and on earlier availability” of
_the MX missile (now not deployable. -
-before 1986): and the Trident subma- -

: rine’ (coming into service next Xear,
butataslowpace)......_- SRR\
-*“Moreover; Kissinger said, the Sovxet“
Unioxx has been- conducting a “geopoli~ .
3 tical offensive” since 1973 that hasi..

‘ tfansformed the: nature of world poli- ¢
o tics to America’s.. disadvantage.  He'y:

- problem back a decade and‘a half. But

.. Specifically, he' said;. the Ford ad- )

Iastnight they took the Kissinger tes-
“timony:- as a plus in the SALT debate;

,moua!tthey acknowledged that meet-
mghu condmons—-like those of Sen.

Sam Nunn (D-Ga.) ‘and others who de-
. mand more defense spending in tan~+
_dem with SALT II-wul requn-t polit-

,icalazﬂity et BN

- = Kissinger sud explicitly ho agrud

. with ‘Nunn. He said the Senate should

. delay action on SALT II until it has
*recewed a new, supplemental defense
appropriations bill and a revised five-
* year defense--program outlining an.
mvngorated B.S. stnupc..policy

In his prepared ‘testimony Kisnnger
" said the United.-States should accek.]
erate-development-of the MX missile ; \
and: Trident II submarine missile-to:
- givethe United States the ability to*
. knock - out’ Soviet.land-based rockets
* i -their. silos; improve air defense -
abmues against ‘the Soviet Backfire
? bomber; take -“immediate steps” to
restore- the balance of medium-range
nuclear weapons in Europe, and add
‘te. U.S. "capacity-to police farflung
corners of the world, especully by

" Sqorned the notion that a “small’ Car-. . imvrovinz the Navy.: ..
ibbean- country’ '—Cuba—could send'¥:3 ¥Kissinger : said the Senate should‘
troops around the world aimdst at will s-s demmd an “obligatory commitment™
While the Umted States could do noth- »froms, the' admimstratxon for more .
v mz about it. 3T ;Larms;spending.‘;. Bid = ‘:’; J(.DD‘L)
S ectin - blzam" Sen.~Joseph "R, en Jr. el.).
Perlups reﬂ 3 the _»told~ Kissinger. he. didn’t understand--:
I“what'_you want” Biden listed. new .
U"S. strategic:and. military. programs

and that SALT II wil permit the. issued-a statement welcoming Kissing-
United States to take Srisk steps tm er's “general approach to the SALT" Ir -
rectify its position. >, agreement and his opposx&io;hto its 1;: t

In all, Kissinger spent nearly 5% " fegotiation or rejection. e staa
hours at the witness table in the gran.. ment. said the - administration does

“ diose Old Senate Caucus Room, first- ‘TUot-agree with some of-the points
reading from the longest piece of pre-: made in Dr. Kissinger's analysis,” but.

“:vulnerable to a first strike than ou:

’already under- way,-and said, “We’re «
moving rapxdly to render the Soviet .
.arsenal in the late 1980s much more

forces. would. D& wr o

The three treaty change.s“Kissingeﬁ
proposed would declare that the ace-

t t presented in the: that his‘ comments- “contribute to a:
B e o Pr coustructive debate on these: wtal for-

e:gn poliey and.defense 1ssues T

SALT hearings, then answering ques-

tions. It was a vintage Kissinger per-

companying protocol. which controls.

a1 S b

CONTINUED
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the use of cruise missiles that may be
deployed in Europe, not be extended
beyond 1981, its exciration date:
would declare that the Senate’s view
that nothing in the “noncircumven.
tion™ clause of the treaty would
interfere with normal U.S. aid to its
allies; and would establisn as a con-
dition for a SALT III agreement the
principle that the United States he
entitled to match any Soviet weapons
system. :

Kissinger said this last idea is the
best way to deal with the 308 “heavy”
Super missiles that SALT !I allows
the Soviets to keep hut forbids the
United - States from matching.

None of these changes would force
2 reopening of negotiations with the
Soviet Union, Kissinger said, and
administration officials later said he-
was probably right. .

Sen. Frank Church (D-Idaho), chair-
man of the Foreign Relations panel,
challenged Kissinger, observing that
overwhelming U.S. strategic superi- |
ority hadn’t deterred the Soviets from |
building the Berlin Wall or turning |
Cuba into a military base. “I can’t see
how they’'d be inhibited by our build-
ing the MX,” Church said.

|
“But they might be less inhibited if j

we didn’t,” Kissinger replied.

Kissinger said the NATO allies are
deeply ambivalent about SALT II—
worried on one hand about the insta-
bility that would follow' its rejection,
but concerned also that the shifting,
strategic balance means “thte basis of |
their security is eroding.” ...~ -

" Two Republican senators, "Jesse

| Helms (N.C) and Howard: H. Baker .

The one subject Kissinger raised  9r- (Tenn.) sought to extract from Kiss- -

yesterday that could upset the admig.
istration’s SALT-selling program was
linkage—the tying of arms control to
general Soviet behavior around.the:
world. This issue had all but died
out of the SALT debate until yester.
day.-when Kissinger revived it ener- N
getically. .
Kissinger said it was too late to tie |
ratification of SALT 1I w0 past Soviet -
behavior, but he urzed the Senate to
accompany ratification with a firm
declaration that future negotiations
would depend on the Soviets and their
- allies and proxies following rescrained
. policies in the future by avoiding |
intervention in other natioms. If the
Soviets failed to live up to this.

declaration, Kissinger said, the Sen-
" ate could vote to suspend whatever_
SALT negotiations were going on at
the time.

Kissinger’s remarks on linkage set
him at odds with the Carter admini- .
stration, which has conciuded that
SALT must stand on its own as a con-
"tribution to national security. Kissin.-

ger, however, argued that the United
States has both the duty and the op- .

| ratified. Kissinger

Cin SALT IML - 0o s D e
t - Despite- this rebuff : Baker praised .

. .10 recognize the-SALT limits: while-

portunity to impose “political re- .
straint” on the Soviets as the price
for cooperation-in arms conurol, - -~

Kissinger referred repeatedty to his -

fear that the shifting stratee:ic balance

will embolden the Soviets to take.q

more risks in regional criees. At one
point, he said he had failed -0 analyze
fully the consequences of roagh stra-
‘tegic equality on lower-levei conilicts
around the world. He ackaowledged
that the Nixon-Kissinger brand of de-
tente had failed to restrain the Sovi- -

ets. = .-~
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inger. some -encouragement -for their:-|
views that the treaty mright best be
substantively: amend@éd: before it is -
gently-but. firmly:-
:rebuffed them. .. - Lot e
. On the issue of t e Sovets™ 308, ]
missiles, which Baker has. called z
. fatal flaw” in" SALT:.II," Kissinger
--said there was 0o practical opportu-
_nity to do anything abou; them within - .
the six-year, lifespan - 0f -SALT 1I,..4
so the issue-weuld be detter dealt with

(TN ¢

N

o=

Kissinger’s-testimony - highly;.raising
hopes among ‘some. SALT supporters .
.that the:minority leader might find.a- .

way to use Kissinger's testimony  to™

move back toward approval;of:the 1
treaty.. oo Uiiitwe SIDMELE R

Kissinger-told ‘Helms that—trying | . _
.o Tenegotiate .the treaty-now would |
probably require a tempaiary decision |

talks went' on,* and this- might. pre-
vent the- United- States from -under-
taking the buildup-Kissinger-said was
necessary, iR Raf et o
. SALT, Kissinger said, can only pro-

_vide confirmation~ of ~an. existing
Fower relationship. The: Soviets will~
never make-unilateral concessions, he_|

o et ?

said _u1p we-want ‘equality; we must
‘build-to equality,” he told the com- '

LRI N
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The SALT Argument

N A WAY, the administration has already succeed-
1 ed beyond its wildest dreams in the effort to win
Senate approval of the SALT II treaty. Here it is
barely midsummer, and 2 growing chorus of impor-

tant voices (whose opposition had been most feared)-

is saying that the treaty itself is no villain, that its rat-
ification is almost a matter of indifference, that the’
fundamental strategic probiems that most concern
them are in fact beyond the power of the treaty, as
such, either to remedy or even make much worse.
That is necessarily a foreshortened and somewhat

distorted version of the positions taken by Henry Kis-~ -

- the treaty and protocol were self-contained and seif-

THE WASHINGTON POST
1 August 1979

being able to have the SALT accords discussed in that
detached, antiseptic, “no linkage” way some of its.:
spokesmen originally seemed to be insisting on, as if

sufficient and seif-enforcing documents that enjoyed -
‘a clean and innocent life apart from the conduct of
the armed-to-the-teeth and not-very-{riendly parties
that had signed them. So it was always in the cards

that the SALT documents would be considered inthe .|

context of larger Soviet-American relations and of *
Soviet behavior. And once the administration (prop-.
erly) enlarged the whole debate to include the chang--

singer and Georgia's Sen. Sam Nunn, as well as some- ~ing strategic relationship and its own plans (that is, . '

others on the skeptical middleright. And each has
sketched out certain special - hesitations and rec-:
ommendations and objections of his own.
still fair to say that in some unexpected and conse-

quential sense both have pronounced the treaty neu---
tral—meaning that its significance and therefGre its - _
-set forth to believe that the conditions the worriers.
~describe, starting in the early 1980s, are worth worry---

merit can only be judged in terms of the use the ad--
ministration- plans to make of its relatively permis.-
siveterms ™ ¢ - 7. T TR AT

In this they were

R

vor for months: that the SALT II accords are neutral
and harmless so far as the changes in the strategic
balance that worry a |
concerned. Yes, it is all too unfortunately true, this
argument goes, that for a period in-the early“to
- middle (or late) 1980s the American land-based ICBM
force will be vulnerable to destruction by Soviet at-
tack. But, in the context of ratifying the accords, the.

principal reply has not been that this i an unrealistic

fear or that the United States would still have enough

But it is:
.. ferent, or at least more

) iccepﬁng a liné ofargtfment th;
administration has been plying with ever greater fer--

" the MX) for dealing with it—they could hardly expect
to keep others, like Mr. Kissinger and Sen. Nunnm, -
-from pursuing this line of thought—to somewhat dif-,
stringent, conclusions®. - .7 ;-.«
-:You do not have to believe in ali the improbable-to- -
‘preposterous scenario warfare the arms specialists.

“ing about. That should be-a central focus of the arms
debate. And even though the treaty is “peutral” in

: the sense of not ruling out steps to change these con-
ditions, there is nothing wrong with making the trea-
- ty’s acceptance contingent on certain undertakings :

1ot of senators.and others are. from the administration about how it. will act to*:

. reduce the: high risks inherent in a,s\imation‘where:;
- the American-land-based ICBMs are known to be..
theoretically vulnerable to attack by the other side
-and of potential military use only if they are preemp- |

tively fired at the war-edge of an international con- -
flict. - dess  Cximed daoddg NS ad

- ~ We'think-the critics are make evidence of ..

nuclear explosive power. available-to. count'erattack:g;aglﬂauthéhﬁci and active effort to.reverse. this situa=-|

‘mercilessly-and: thus:to:deter in- the-first. place: (the 7 tion arcentral issue of treaty ratification.:Our- confi-]

standard answers). Ratherit-has been that the treaty -+ dence does not extend, however; to the particular

under consideration did nétcause the pendin

by

ting duck™ status of the Minuteman force and, most.-;
important; does nothing te prevent our taking.steps ::.

#and now conceded ,
- 'was undertaken. The MX system, aléng with the im-~

_ to remedy this status. The

proposed development of the new
. based missile and some other military.
countenanced by the accords,. willy

argument runs that the

remedy: M i Sao 7 4NmAee Aty wd the debate) as the Trident had, and the MX case looks
To the evident discomfiture of some of the: treaty’s-: to be even stronger. At the very least, the momentum

supporters in and out 6f the administration, promi-

nent critics such as Mr. Kissinger and Sen. Nunn have
now accepted this construction of the treaty’s.inher-
ent meaning and merit—aimost. The" difference is*

_ that they are insisting, as a condition of support, on "’ ,
-_based missile force can be made more stable and se- -
want them in hand before the SALT accords are ap- ”

tougher military and political measures, and "they

. AL 7 O RS
\ N . A

proved. - - Lem MATITE LT
The administration asked for this. There was never
any prospect—nor should there have been—of its

Approved For Release 2009/04/28

MX mobile land--; _ ) _
initiatives, all - plausible basing modes being discussed for it, has.as -

provide; the. . many serious and impressive eritics (on both sides of -

“Sit~"_ Weapon. System that has been selected to'do-the main.

part. of the job.In gaining the approvat of SALTL.a
commitment: to the Trident submarine—premature~
by many to have been wrong—"

toward acceptance of this system should be siowed. -
- and various-proposed alternatives weighed. It is cor- .
" rect to say that SALT II can only be reasonably con-:-
: sidered " in the context of the changing U.S.Soviet’
strategic. relationship and how the American land- .

cure over the next decades. There are far too many -
question marks surrounding-the MX to suggest that
it should have the principal part in

: project‘_,"-_?» w e
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Kissinger’s Revival of the ‘Linkage’ Issue

i
|

By BERNARD GWERTZMAN
Special to The New York Times
WASHINGTON, Aug. 1 — Henry A.
Kissinger has dramatically revived
“linkage”” as a political and foreign
policy issue by proposing that future

' strategic’ arms negotiations with the
Soviet Union be halted if the Russians do

: the Russians were conducting

not practice military re-
straint around the worid.

News his testimony before

" Analysis the Senate Foreign Rela-

tions Committee yesterday,

to be repeated before the
Armed Services Committee tomorrow,
the former Secretary of State gave grudg-
ing endorsement to the pending treaty on
strategic arms, which he heiped negoti-
ate and could hardly disavow now.

But he provided an issue for the Repub-
licans to campaign on next year — the
promise that it a Republican was elected
President, the next round of talks on limi-
tation of strategic arms would be linked
to what the Russians and their allies do in
Africa, Asia and Latin America.

Specifically, Mr. Kissinger urged the
Senate to state that ‘‘the absence of politi-

cal restraint’’ by the Soviet Union would'

“seriously jeopardize continuation of the
SALT process.” He advocated that the
next administration be required to sub-
mit an annual report to the Senate on how
them-
selves in the military field. The Senate
should vote every two years, he said, on
whether the Soviet Union was showing re-
straint, and if the vote was negative, it
should take another vote on whether to
continue the arms talks

Proposal Called Unrealistic

Administration officials, who wel-
comed Mr. Kissinger’s endorsement of
the proposed treaty, scorned the linkage
proposal as unworkable and unrealistic.
Several officials also suggested that Mr.
Kissinger, as Secretary of State, would
have used ail the powers at his disposal to
oppose such a plan.

But the State Department, whilé as.
serting that the strategic arms negotia-
tions should stand on their own, unreiated
to Soviet activity elsewhere, decided not
to argue vigorously with Mr. Kissinger,
whose testimony received more news
coverage than that of Secretary of State

Cyrus R. Vance. This was because Mr.
Kissinger had carefully put the linkage
issue in the future, freeing senators to
vote for the pending treaty.

“I recommend the approach outlined
here because it gives this country an op-
portunity to address its dangers without
abandoning an important negotiation
that has already extended over seven
4 B ”g:inz.Mr Klulnatrpmvid-d

y 30 an
issue for the 1980 elections. Should SALT
111, as the next set of tions will be
called, proceed as the past talks did,
without reference to other matters? Or
should there be the kind of explicit link-
agenow advocated by Mr. Kissinger?:

Fund-Raiser for Republicans

In a conversation today, Mr. Kissinger
said that his views were strictly his own
and that he had not consuited with the Ad-
ministration or any Repnbucan figures,
Although Mr. has been an ac-
tive fund-raiser around the country for
various Republicans, he has endorsed no
candidats. He also says he has not de-

gether, can serve the cause of peace.”

In fact, the Nixon Administration did
delay the start of the first round of strate-
gic arms talks to await movement toward
an agreement on Berlin. And in 1971, Mr.
Kissinger threatened to cancel a plarmed
summit meeting in Moscow because of
Soviet support for India’s invasion of
East Pakistan, now Bangladesh.

Opposed Linkage With Rights
But after the initial '

President Nixon and Leonid I. Brezhnev,
the Soviet leader, Mr. found

himseif defending détente against those
who wanted to link trade and other con-
cessions with Soviet policies on human

cided whether to seek the nomination for | whi

senator from New York if Senator Jacob
K. Javits retires next year.

Mr. Kissinger also insisted that he has
been consistent on the need for linkage in
Soviet-American foreign relations. But
the record is ambiguous. While it is true
that the Nixon Administration came into
office advocating the need for a connec-
tion between arms talks and other Soviet
actions, by the time Mr. Kissinger left of-
fice in January 1977 this was no longer so
true.

dent Richard M. Nixon, for in-
stancd, in his first news coriference as
President on Jan. 17, 1969, said: “What I
want to do is to see to it that we have
strategic arms talks in a way and at a
time that will promote, if possible,
progress on outstanding political prob-
lerns at the same time — for exampie, on
the problem of the Mideast and on other
outstanding problems in which the United
States and the Soviet Union, acting to-

Today, Mr. Kissinger said he almost
canceled his trip to Moscow in 1976 be-
cause of Angola and did not push for con-
clusion of the treaty that year, in part be-
cause President Gerald R. Ford was
afraid to risk losing the nomination to
Ronald Reagan, but also because of An-
gola. This was not apparent at the time.

On April 22, 1978, Mr. Kissinger care-
fully avoided linking Angola with the
strategic arms talks. At a news confer-
ence that day he said the Soviet actions in
Angola were *‘irresponsible, inconsistent
with the principles that govern the con.
duct between our nations.’’ But he added:
“The basic necessities of preserving
peace in the nuclear age and of regulating
the relationship between the superpowers :
remain.”” This ‘“‘dual policy" not
change, hesaid.
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JOURNAL (LANSING, MI)
2 July 1979

Your Opinion
Mutual trust is key

There is nothing surprising in the fact that the chorus
of American supporters and opponents of the Saviet-U.S.
Strategic Angs:;_u_‘@_it_a_uon‘_:[reagx has been joined by- -
your newSplper, which published an editorial “SALT II: _
Trust is the Key.” The thing that surprised me was the
discrepancy.between its title and the content. The writer,. .
seemingly admitting that murual trust between the USSR -
and the USA is essential for implementing a new treaty, |.
does everything to undermine his readers’ confidence in -
the Soviet Union’s policy. L Rt

The first charge leveled against the Soviet Union is ,
that it is supposedly violating the accords reached in Hel- *
sinki. In our country, the article leads us to believe people *
are put into jail for “publicly expressing unpopular.\
opinions.” Facts? There is only an unsubstantiated state- -
ment totally contradicting the actual state of affairs, .\
which is that punishment in the USSR is meted out not for-,
expressing ‘“unpopular’’ opinions, but for criminal activi-
ties, - . ‘ o i S

I stress, activities; those directed against the politi-
cal and social system of the USSR. I do not doubt that the .

" writer could cite a dozen names of those sentenced under~
Soviet laws. But in each case, to be objective, the newspa-
per would have to admit that they received punishment
not for their convictions, but-for their antigovernment
activities, N TR

For justice’s sake, however, it should be said that the :
author of the article recalled several examples of what he
modestly called the “duplicity” of U.S. foreign policy, .
mentioning the U.S. aggression against Cuba in 1961
actions in plotting against Fidel Castro and U-2 intelli- |
§ence ﬂights over Soviet territory. This is the topic which;..,

.1 think, he should pursue by extending the list of well- |
known violations by the United States of international le- w
gal standards and saying honestly that such facts did take 3
place and that they can justifiably cause Soviet peopie to
have-doubts about the-U.S. ability to observe international-~
commitments, | FT coeRsoee :

The view in the USSR, however, is that international
treaties are not concluded ta be-violated. It is believed '
that common sense, which dictates the need for s:gn‘:r:ﬁ .
and ratifying a SALT IT'treaty, between our countries, will ;
triumph.. It is believed in the Soviet Union that mutuai -
trust is indeed the key to implementing the new treaty::
But is such trust promoted by attempts to discredit the-
g:rmer‘inthe treaty? The answer to this question has to«

left on the conscience of ail those who, at this crucialy
moment, are-trying to: put in a bad light the imbortant\
Lnderstanding reached between the USSR and the United-
Statesof America. ;e . RN

i 4

Vs

N+ i e izttt ALEXANDER DRUZHININ
T r .. Novosti Press Agency
_ Moscow;}\
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Soviets Will Be Importmg oil - :

Within 3 Years, CIA Report Sav“"

By Keith Richburg came the subject of a bitter contro-
Wasktinetoa Pos: Stalf Writer versy, and the CIA was chided in a 30-
Oil productioa in the Soviet Union page report of the Senate Inteiligence
may be peaking now, and the Soviets - Committee for predicting that the So- |
and their communist bloc allies who  viets would be importing 3.5 million
now have an oil surplus, may need to 0 +3 milllon barreis of oil daﬂY by
import up to 700,000 barreis a day in 1985 ’
three vears, according to predictions Alter those 1977 predictions, cntu::
by the Central Intelligence Agency. . charged the agency with playing with
The CIA figures on Soviet oil‘pro- the facts to build domestic support for
duction are contained in a recent clas- President €arter’s energy program. in .
sified report. Unclassified parts. of a televised speech April 15, 1977, the
that report were released yesterday in . president used - CIA statistics to an-
a statement by Rep. Les'Aspin (D- . nounce thatthere was less oil and gas .
*Wls.), chairman of the Housc Intem- ~in -the wor!d than prenou.'.ly ‘was
gence Oversight Committes. ~.. ..thought. .. :
In the report, the CIA predicts that - Criﬁc.isms ot that lmtm CIA pmuo-
‘at best, the Soviets will be producing - tion of Soviet oil production essen-
only 10 million barrels a day in 1985, tizlly centered on the apparent failure:
but more likely will be producing less  to consider how much oil the Soviets-1
than that. The current production rate  could save through strict consuvadon
in the Soviet Union is 11.5 million bare measures.. - ;.
rels daily. _Critics argued then that in a stata
The CIA reported deereases in pe. mth a planned economy, strict oil con-
troleum production everywhere in the . ~servation measures could be impos
Soviet Union except in western Sibe- --and cousumpﬁpn of coal and gas
riz. Production nationwide hit a rec-~ creased . --. e
ord 11.73 million  barrels daily 'in In his statement resterday, Aspln
April, the report said, and has been said that after two years of “assessing .
declining steadily ever since.. ... . < a growing bady of data,_the CIX has _
Soviet oil production could plum- - reached essentially the same conclu-
met by a third inthe next six years,”  sionas in 1977—that the Soviet Usion
according to. Aspin’s version of tho “in the very pear mtm-g will need to
CIA report. oo import oil” -
- The Aspin statement warned ob- ‘Aspin said the CIA report |ugzests :
. servers not. to “gloat over Moscow's - critics “have exaggerated the opportu. -
predicament,” because a decrease-in " nities available to the Sovuts" for
communist bloe oil production also-:conservation. - ’ |
would mean “a cut in woridwide fuel - For instance, Aspm said, “The Rus- -
t
!

{’

..J.-

3

supplies—which in turn means mors-- :~sians can’t save fuel by swltchu:g to
upward pressure on prices.” = -small cars since they have hardly any -
Communist countries currently ex- ~carsto begin with. They can’t switch
port about 1 million barrels da.l.ly to  from trucks to railroads since almost.
the West, according to Aspin, -~ 27 all. their long-dutanco frelght rnoves !
.In 1977, a. similar, CIA: :eport h.- - by rail already.”” - - AR
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Soviets and their allies have exported an
average of a million barrels 2 day to the
West.
“The CIA now forecasts that as early
as 1982, the Communist nations could be
) unporung 700,000 barrels a day,” he said.
- “'I'hat means that instead of adding 3% to
‘the oil in worid trade, the: Communist
 states would be subtracting 2%.”

See Soviets
a‘eading for | _ In 197, the CIA issued a controversial .

_— e} pomng35mxlhontotsmﬂhonhandsa 4
at 0 G’ . lday by 1985. That report was widely -
: " eriticized but two years later t:txed‘ acen:y. :
- ' assessing a growing amount of data, has
dug;s:ﬂzlt):n (U:D—S:elelt‘ gi if:;_' _ _movel:l 2 the timetable for the develop-
aking and ing sho .
and their Eastern European-allies . © oo il
will become oil importers within
three years, the-ClA predicted in a
new analysis released yesterday.
A summary of unclassified portions of ..
the report was made available by Rep..
Les-Aspin(D-Wis.), chairman of the I-lousc
- Intelligence Oversight Committee.
- “We may be seeing thep«kolSouet
oil production right now,” said Aspin.-
Soviet production was said to have hit &
record high of 11.7 million barrels a day-
.in Aprit and fauen now to 11.3 mxmon-
barreis a day. : emL A -

West shouldn't ;loc. T

“The CIA says that at.the very bat the
Russians will be producing 10 million
-barrels a day in 1985, " Aspin said, “But if
luck isn’t with them, product.\on otonly 8- - -
million is very likely.” = - !
The West shouldn’t “gloat aver \dos-.
cow's predxcament," he said, because the
drop in production also means a cut im |
worldwide fuel supplies and more upwui‘
pressureonprices. - g R 2 -
Aspxn said for-. s;venLyeus the I

- .
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Soviet nil production is peaking and the{
Russians will become oil importers within
three years, a CIA study predicted. By 19%2
Russia and its Eastern European allies
could be importing 700,000 barreis a day, the
report said.
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Inside the news-toriefly

CIA says Soviet bloc i
willimportoilin3years |
Washington |

Soviet oil production is peaking '
and the Russians and their Eastern
European allies will become oil im=
porters within three years, the Cen-
tral inteiligence Agency predicted in
a new analysis released Sunday. :

Soviet production was said to have .
hit a record high of 11.73 million bar-
rels a day in April, since falling to
11.5 million barreis a day. ‘Tha CIA
says that at the very best the Rus-
sians will be producing 10 million
barrels a day in 1985,” said Rep. Les
Aspin (D) of Wisconsin, who re- .
leased a summary of the report.

He added, however, that the drop
in production couid mean a cut in
worldwide fuel suppiies and more
upward pressure on prices. - -

N
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By RICHARD HALLORAN

Spectal to The New York Times
WASHINGTON, July 29 — The Cén-

tral Intelligence Agency is again pre-
dicting that the Soviet Union wiil soon

?e lorced to stop oiland start
mporting it, thus opening up possibil
ities of serious internationai economic
and strategic

The agency, in its latest assessment
of Soviet capacities to produce oil, as- -
serted that output is currently .

Report Still Classified
The C.L.A. report is still classified,
but parts of it were disciosed over the _.
weekend by Representative Les Aspin,
Democrat of Wisconsin and chairman

e -

‘l'hepmbnbkm of Soviet
com;:!edﬁon for oil, shouid fiotuc‘levelop,
would appear to intiude the following: -

GPressure

on supplies would in- |

crease, as would prices, as the Soviet
Union switched to being a net importer.
Available supplies would drop about 5
percent, according to the report. .
9The issue of “whether the United
States sbmldglsist the Soviet Union in.
developing its oil reserves, particularty
in permitting ‘the export of American
drilling equipment, would be recpened: -
Advocates' argue that such exports
- would lead to increased Saviet produc-
tion and less pressure on the market.
Opponents contend that those exports - .
mmdmmm,mm«mm .
tarily. ’ . . .
JRivairy between the Sowtet Union
and the ténitad? States in the Middle
East would i , possibly resulting
in an increased miltary presence for
both and a shift in American policy
away from-Israel toward the Arab oil
producers. o
QCuestions of Soviet comrral aver

Eastern Europe, the primary market
for its current oil exports, would be re.
vived. . :

-'In 1977, the C.I.A. got caught in a
swirling controversy when it predicted
that Soviet oil production would peak in

1979 or 1930 and that the Soviet Union .

Miitions of berrele a day

LT s 8

T2~ 73 ‘74

C.IA. Sees SQ?iet Importing Ol Soon

e S

would be importing 3.5 million barrels-
of oiladay by 1985. - . ‘
When that prediction was made, |
President Carter used the projections
as part of his argument that the United
States must declare the “‘moral equiva-

Condnl:_odgpl’_agcm f’

. ——— .

UCﬁO;‘- b

. [ Recora [

<t )
3

‘TS '78- 'TY RS ¢ 2
Source: Central Inteitigence Agency °

. - v o - R R Sevioto
Anoil tanker at port in Batumi. a Soviet export canter an the Risck Qes .
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lent of war’’ on the enrgy con-
Union into the world market as a buyer
would tighten oil supplies even more.
The C.1.A.’s analysis, however, drew
considerable fire from oil specialists in
the United States, Western European
intelligence agencies and the Soviet
Union itseif. y, they argued
that the C.I.A. bad underestimated the
extent of oil reserves within the Soviet
Union and the capacity of the Russians
toproduceoil... - . .- T
But later- that year, Moscow in.;.-
formed its customers.in Eastern Eu-

Inits new report, the C.LA. said that
Soviet oil production hit a record high
of 11.73 million: barreis a day in April -

day in May. “We may be seeing the.
peak of Soviet. oil: production. right-
now,”’ Mr. Aspinsaid. T
The. agency aiso estimated that the
huge Sunotl?r ﬂeid«igf m& Sib:un:«-
was nearing its peak of production
would start to decline in 1980 or 1981
and go into: a.steep dive after 1962. It
provides nearly hait of Soviet oil out--

S

LAY LS D TR

Overall ProductionDrop -

Over ail,-the C.L.A. said, Soviet oil--
production is expected to fail to 10 mil~ 4
lion barrels a day at most by 1985, and
possibly to dip as low as eight miilion
barre!saday.'nxalsthewneprojec.‘
tion the agency made in 1977. R

The agency also contended that the -
Soviet Union: would . be importing -
700,000 barreis a:day by 1982 even if it~
increased its-use of other fuels and im--
poses comservation. Some-critics had -
argued that-the C.I.A. failed to take -
that into account inits'1977 report., ., ...

The C.I.A. specialists said that con-_
versions to coal or natural gas in,t:;

14

Soviet Union: havel been' frustrated
what they called “the~‘severe: disapsi
pointment’? over coal output since 1975%
and the rising cost of natural gas. - )
Moregver; they said, the Russians do
not have:the'leeway to' conserve that "~
Americans .or Europeans might have. -
They haverfew cars; mese long-dis--
tance freight-already movee by train”
rather than truck, and heet for apart:
ments in the cold winters comes from:.

other fusls, such as coal. .
There is, of course, the possibility of

aimajornewoilﬁnd.Bm«ve‘nifthgt _

were to.come tomorrow, Mr. Aspin
noted, it would take at least into the
late 1980’s or early 1990’s to deveiop it

suificiently to ease the pressure on

Russian fuei supplies.

S

Cooil,

2.

Theagencydecﬁnedtopredictbawf
the Soviet Union might adjust to the |
combination of a loss of the foreign-ex- |
change earnings it currently realizes :
from oil exports and the increased out- ;
flow ot {oreign exchange that would be !
neededtopayforexpemiveimporud;

e
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31 July 1979

International News in Brief

The CIA believes that the Soviet
Union will be importing oil within
three years,

Soviet oil production will begin to
drop next year and the nation will no
longer be able to export oil, said Rep.
Les Aspin (D., Wis.), chairman of the
House intelligence. oversight sub-
committee. “We may be seeing the
peak of Soviet oil production right |
now,” he said, but he warned against
gloating because “this also means
more upward pressure on prices.”
Soviet oil production hit a record of
11.7 million barrels a. day in: April
and slipped to 11.3 million barrels a
day in May. Soviet production of all
goods has been dropping, and Soviet
leaders fear that the.economy will
get worse. : ‘ i
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Chalk one up for America's Central Intelligence
Agency (CIA). Two years ago it predicted that the
Soviet Union would not be able to produce as
much crude oii as it would need. even though it is
the largest single producer of oil in the world.

At the recent three-day 30th anniversary
meeting of COMECON, the Council for Mutual
Economic Assistance, whose nine minor

members dance to the tune of the 10th, the USSR. -
that tune had some sour notes. In the first five -

months of this year, Soviet oil production has
fallen three million metric tons short of its goal,
or 435.000 barreis a day. The plan had been to in-
crease production to 593 million metric tons in
1979 and to between 620 million and 640 niillion
metric tons in 1980, the equivalent of 12.4 million
to 12.8 million barrels a day. Last year and so far
this year, that hasn't happened. There is nothing
to indicate that things will get better for the
Soviets and the COMECON countries, all of which
except Romania depend on the Soviets for most of

{id Scores One

. by supporting hls warmng of a world -energy |
‘( risis.

“the public. i gz RN J

their petroleum.
The evidence from public sources like Tass, the
Soviet news agency. and the Soviet Communist
’arty newspaper, Pravda, is that the COMECON
nations will have to buy more crude for the oil ex-
porting_nations’ cartel. Even the USSR may have
to start importing oil. That's.what the CIA said.
Skeptics called the predictions a seif-serving.
attempt to ingratiate itself with President Carter

* Actually back then it-didn’ t take a crystal bail
to realize that the world is running out of oil, just
the ability to accept objective facts and reach
rational conclusions from them, . instead of living
in a dreamland of wishful thinking. The CIA's -
prediction should restore some of its lost
credibility. But we wouldn't bet on it. It is too con-
venient a target for self-proclaimed liberal
defenders of privacy and freedom, who would
rather win votes and be wrong than be honest thh
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Carter Expecfs Risein Joblessness;

Believes G.O.P.

Will chk Reagan

By LEONARD SILK
spocxal toThe Ncw “York Times

! " WASHINGTON, J uly 31 — President
| Carter expects unemployment to rise
during the rest of this year and into 1980,
when he is determined to make a fight to
| hold onto the Presidency, he told a visitor
! to the White House last night.

He accepts the diagnosis of his own .
and the great majority of pri- !

economis
vate economists with whom he has met
that the economy is already in a reces-
sion. But he intends to keep his Adminis-
tration’s palicies focused on arresting the
rate of inflation, which he regards as the
most serious problem facing the nation
economically — and himseif politicaily.
In last night’s discussion, the President
ranged from the economy and energy to
Midde East peacemaking and Presiden-
tial politics. At one point he likened the
Palestinian cause to the civil rights
‘movement in the United States. He pre-
dicted that few Palestinians would actu-
.ally choose toreturn to the West Bank, it
given the chance, and doubted that other

“help to sell his efforts to work out ar- -

Arab states genumely wanted a new
Palaumanstate L |

L s s o
EXCERPT:

Commdogmbﬂkepm

He is cancerned about the report of
the Central Intelligence Agency that
that Soviet Union will be forced to start
importing oil soon, and may be turning
tq the Middle East to satisfyitsneeds. - |

He said the C.LA. was correct two
yearsagoinprojecdngthattha Rus-
sians were exhausting their ability ta
export oil. The Soviet Union, added Mr.
Carter, has problems of getting oil into
southern- Russia with so much of its
own pmducnon concentrated in it.s
northeast.

_In this situation, he regards Israelx
Egyptian unity as more important than-
ever. Hedoanottakamumtyual-
ready accomplished, Duit fegards the I
present dispute over the United Na-
tions Emergency Force as ‘‘very seri- |
ous.”

" He does not think that stable peace
can come to the area without a solution
to the Palestinian problem, and hopes
urgently that American Jewish leaders
— here he named Sol M. Linowitz and
Robert S. Strauss — will support and :

rangements that will give autonomy to
the Palestinians on such issues as
schools, police, housing arid immigra-
tion on the West Bank. Mr. Linowitzisa
Washington lawyer who heiped negoti-
ate the Panama Canal treaties and Mr.
Strauss is Mr. Carter’s special Ambas.
sador for the Middle £ast.
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U.S. Debates Aid
To Latin Rightists
To Bar Takeovers

By John M. Goshko
Washington Post Staff Writer

Fears of further leftist guerrilla takeovers in Central
America as a result of the Nicaraguan revolution have
triggered a major debate within the Carter administra-
tion about whether the United States should resume
military-aid to the rightist regimes in El Salvador and
Guatemala. i

Reliable sources said yesterday that at a recent high-
level White House meeting, representatives of the De-
fense Department and the intelligence community argued
strongly that both countries, but particularly El Saiva-
dor, are in imminent danger of increased, Cuban-assisted
guerrilla warfare.

The spokesmen for the Pentagon and the intelligence
agencies contended that the United States should help
the armed forces in El Salvador and Guatemala to coun-
ter the threat by resuming the former U.S. role as their
principal supplier of arms and training. .

The sources said that, largely because of objections
from the State Department, it was decided not to pursue
the idea now. But, the sources stressed, aithough the
military aid proposal is in abeyance, it still is under con-
sideration as a policy option and is scheduled for an-
other White House review. c

The main thrust of current administration pelicy is to
seek friendly relations with the Sandinista-dominated.
government in Nicaragua. But, the sources said,
Defense Department and Central. Intelligence Agency
officials remain concerned that Cuba will use the
momentum generated by the Sandinista victory in
Nicaragua to try and breathe new vigor into the guer-

E——

COLTINUED.
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rilla movements stirring in El Sal-
| vador, Guatemala and Honduras,

El Salvador and Guatemala are
among a group of military-dominated
Latin American countries - that two

' years ago rejected U.S. military as-
sistance on the grounds that Washing-

" ton’s pressures over human-rights-

questions were an interference in their
internal affairs. . ' .

More recently, fears about the spill-
over effects from the Nicaraguan civil
war have caused both countries to in-

quire about reestablishing the old ties . -
that saw them receive from the-- -

United States' aimost alk of their mili-

tary training and sizable credits. for
the purchase of military equipment..

But efforts to move in that direction -

have been blocked by liberals in Con.’

gress.

The sources said U.S. military and -

' intelligence officials are most immedi- .

ately concerned ahcut the situation in-

El Salvador, where a long period of .
civil war between President  Carlos

Humberto Romero’s government and - -

leftist terrorists recently erupted into
widespread rioting and killing.
According to the sources, one result
of the White House meeting was that
Viron P. Vaky, assistant-secretary of
state for inter-American affairs, was
sent last week on an unpublicized

visit to- assess the situation in El Sal- .
vador. Although Vaky visited several -

countries in the area, the sources de-
scribed his stopover in El Salvador as

the most important part of his mis-

-sion.

Vaky is understood to have con-

cluded that the situation there is
rapidly becoming a carbon copy of
what happened in Nicaragua-—that the

polarization between the ultraorightist_

E TS ST 3 L.
VR - R ¥ 2R

Approved For Release 2009/04/28 : CIA-RDP05S00620R000501270001-6

"in Nicaragua, create suspicion and
-ocratic governments .and provoke

- sional liberals.
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Romei'o government and its opponents.
is becoming so intense as to make un-
likely a moderate solution involving
middle-road forces acceptable to bot
sides, o
Yet, the sources said, Vaky, who has
great influence with Secretary ot
State Cyrus R.. Vance, is understood
to be among those cautioning against®
a jump back'into close U.S. ties with~
the: Salvadorean . and Guatemthni
armed forces. - - g Ty
. Although some State Department A
officials- are>known to. adv&eates?;"
more: hard-line approach, the depuﬁq?
ment’s basic: position is- that such .a:
move could undermine the effort to.-
gain the confidence of the Sandinistas:

g

hostility among Latin America’s dem-

fierce new opposition from congres-

In addition, the sources said, Vaky
and- other ranking State Department
officials are understood to have ar-
gued that renewed military aid should |
be extended to El Salvador and the. -
Guatemalan regime headed by Gen. -
Romeo Lucas only in exchange for ef-*
forts to disarm the' tensions in their-
countries by easing up on repression .
and denial of political rights. T

However, according to the sources, ’
Vaky, on the basis of his trip last:
week, came away with the impression
that the Romero government is suffer-

- ing from a “siege- mentality” and is.

unwilling to make any concessions to-
ward liberalization. o

On the other side, the sources said,
the dominant view in .the- Pentagon 4

. and the CIA is that the risk of Nicara--

gua becoming a Cuban satellite and af
springboard for exporting revolution ¥
throughout Central :America is too
great to be ignored. ~" - ... 7. 4

As a result, the sources added, pow- |
erful forces in these agencies are ar-:

N

‘guing that the- administration should ;

hedge its hopes .for good relations:
with- the Sandinistas by moving to-
prevent' the- Nicaraguan “experience .|
from being repeated in -the other

countries — even if that means revert- -
ingto the discarded policy of close U. 4
S. ties: with rightist military regimes.-~
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Carter
cantions
Brezhney
on Cuba

By Wiiliam Beecher
Giobe Washington Bureau :

WASHINGTON — The puzzling emer-
gence in Cuba of a Soviet army brigade
headquarters has triggered both a warn-
ing to the Soviets from President Jimmy
Carter and a charge of an Administration
whitewash.

Carter, it was learned yesterday, re-
cently sent a letter to Soviet President
Leonid Brezhnev cautioning against a
buildip of* Soviet military activities in
Cuba.

His warning was revealed in a letter
from Secretary of State Cyrus Vance to
Sen. Richard Stone (D-Fla.), which del-
cared that no significant Soviet military
buildup had been discerned over the past
vear. Stone labeled that letter a “white-
wash.”

The preliminary intelligence assess-
ment of the recently discovered head-
quarters near Havana, sources say, is that
the military contingent appears engaged
in iraining Cuban and possibly Soviet
personnel in advanced jungle warfare tac-
tics. emploving tanks, artillery, rockets,
helicopters and jet fighters.. .

But no one is sure why. = _

Might rhe Soviets be preparing Cuban
units for jungle combat in Africa or Latin

America? Might they be taking advantage

of the environment o prepare Soviet offi-
cers and noncoms for military advisory
roles in such places?

The American intelligence community
has been directed to determine. the mis-
sion and likely purpose of the unit. )

The jungle warfare training, combined
with the supply by the Soviets to Cuba of

modern MIG23 jets and.a Foxtrot class.]

diesel submarine, is raising some serious

ctal:

concerns here. Comments one senior offi-
I

“Cuba is being urned into a military '
outpost. But for what purpose? What do |
they need a submarine for, to sink an air-
craft carrier? We've got a lot of questions
but few answers.”

Administration officials are reluctant
to talk about developments in Cuba, for
faar that could have a negative impact on
the Senate as it debates whether to ratify
the Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty
(SALT II).

Stone has been trying to get the Ad-
ministration to declassify what it knows
about- tne Soviet origade headquarters to
determine whether its presence runs
counter to an assurance Stone got in writ-
ing from Carter before the Panama Canal
treaties were approved last year: That the-
United States would not countenance the
establishment of Soviet bases in the West-
ern hemisphere.

US officials say Soviet training units
began to set up snop in Cuba in 1976 after
Cubans were bioodied by South African
military units in the Angola war.

More units came in as the Cubans ex-
tended their combat activity to Ethiopia,
against well-equipped Somali forces.

There are thought to be upwards of 2000 military ad- |
visers in the country now.. Cee

“What appears to have happened recently,” one
source-said, “is that the Russians have combined their
various training units into & brigade headquarters,
perhaps for ease of administration.”

The heart of concern is that the Soviet Union and
Cuba might be setting up a more sophisticated interven-
tion force, trained and equipped to mix it up with well-
armed foes in Africa or Latin America~

For example, as Britain and the United States edge
toward improved relations with the new government in
Zimbabwe Rhodesia, might Moscow want to push the
Patriotic Front guerrillas into a major stepup in the war
there? The Rhodesian armed forces are relatively well-
equipped, and if they run into serious difficulty, South
Africa’s even better forces might enter the fray. <

Also, the Cubans helped train and arm the Sandinis-}
ta guerrillas who overthrew the Somoza government im;
Nicaragua. A ‘

Might Moscow and Havana be emboldened by this
success to step up efforts to topple the regimes in Guate-
mala, El Salvador and some of the small nations in the
Caribbean? ) .

. Do they want an intervention force trained and
available to move if needed? - A

Washington officials do not know the answers to.
such questions, but are making a high-priority intelli-
gence effort to find out. x0T
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NATION

Soviet completes |
Cuba plane deal

Washington (AP)—The Soviet Union
has completed delivery of 20 new turbop-
rop transport planes to Cuba, replacing
older models and giving Cuba a somewhat!
improved troop-carrying capability, Un-
ited States intelligence sources said ‘
yesterday. i

Delivery of the AN-26 Curl transport .
planes began last fall and was completed °
last week. Intelligence oificials said the
replacement represents no significant !
threat to any nations in Central and '
South America.
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“Members of the Sandinista junta gov- =

. operations for Costa Rica, was present’ nnhtary reinforcements-in Cuba. Ties be--
. imrthe Sandinista command bunker (lo-- :tween Moscow and Havana, Castro's rhan :
. cated over the border in Costa Rica), s Washmgwn proclaxmed. “will con- *

dunng thn heuhz of Niwagm fight- __nnue to-increase in all’ ﬂelds. mchldmz ,..,,..........u *

- ments of a Soviet brigade have been in-: Borges-promised to join forces. “with |
. 2,000 Soviet.
-tion that they: are formed into an o

_ interests-in.the Caribbean ig either ig-
, hored or overiooked by Jirmiy Carter;

, mmmmxmm madwmsnmmcmd

Approved For Release 2009/04/28 : CIA-RDP05S0062

THE WASHINGTON POST

ARTICLE A '
5 ALTEARED 1 August 1979

ON PAGE. A=2/

“Rowland Evans and Robert Novak
Latin Dommoes

A few hours before President Carter Castro’s- slmles in 1959 an elfort to
declared over primetime television: |-shake down Uncle Sam before the true
July 24 that-“1 do not attribute at all the-| colorsareshown. ..~
changa in Nicaragua to Cuba,” teletype |. _ Nor is there any doubt about wlm (%
wires into the Pentagon clattered out, next.on the' agenda: extension of the.
another link in the chain of ondcm tu ! Soviet-Cuban thrust-into El Saivador, :
the contrary. ks Guatemala and Honduras over anl unde--

The pilot of a US. Air Foree C130 in:” fined ‘but. probably protracted period. °
Managua that day transmitted to Wash- -However. .- slowly,. . Centnl American
ington this most interesting travei note: - dominoumfaﬂ!ngr
‘Havana'’s aims weredacribed July ‘.’.0
erning Nicaragua were seen piling into : by Ramon Sanchez, Cuba's top envoy to -
a Cubanx: .Axruna plane cnroutu -to*Washington in an. exposmon of chilling -
Havana: =7« ¥ “candor=that has received too.little at-

A few days earlier,a US. mtelhgence.- -untion. He told a breakfast sponsored -
report teletyped into Washington: rer -by-Foreign’ Policy magazine that Cuba |

" ported an even more fascinating detail. "will send aid “of"all- sorts”—including

A ranking official of DGI—the Cubam-. ‘weapons—t0 guerrillas in E} Salvador,
secret police~played a key role.in mas- ‘Guatemala and Honduras just as xt had ' |
terminding . the . Sandinista takeover. mecaragua.. F1h U

Julian. Lopez, DGI's chief of -covert .. Sanchez xssuednodemals about Smnet

_ ) }I
This buttrened a detaxled CIAreporr. n'l'oma Borges.’ inteﬂor mmmer and
of May 2 on Cuban military aid. to- the - Marxist strongman: of the Nicdraguan
Sandinistas. It also fits another piece of - junta," has: been- similarly -candid. In
intelligence that the Carter administra- - jeaflets that appeared in Honduras im-
tion has not publicized: Command ele- ‘mediately after the Sandinista victory,

troduced into Cuba. In addition; some:: the . revolutionary . organizations. of
personnel—bri-:: Latin- ‘America”.and hailed “develop-4

gadesized, though there is no informa~| ment of the Central ‘American revoiu- |
tion.”~On the leaflet’s first, page, 2

‘photo-shows Borges. in ‘Havanz with

‘.camo.*& vfn" M'ﬁrf: e

»3- Panicky leaders in the targeted Cea-
tral American countries fix U.S. visitors
‘with-one question: Wilk_you help us?

?.,:‘,p’xc'

its meaning is- weil underssaod by his-
own professional analysts i national | One-indirect reply came from Carter
security : and : intelligence . Central *July 24 when' he said; “We worked as.
America is- going red..Only the: time;* :"closely as we could without intervening
not the eventual outcome; i&-in ques- the internal affairs of Nicaraguans”-
tion, unless there is a revasal of US; let them decide “what form of gov-
policy. .-.% ;-2 sy .,,“4,emment they shouid have.” . .
Specificaily, the prendoms most s0-, | ---In. that; Carter administration policy
phisticated advisers do not doubt that, ‘was ~decidedly: interventionist against.
sooner or later, the Sandinista regime-| Anastasio Somoza’s regime-and for the
will be overtly communist. Present cor-{ Sandinistas. U.S. pressure stopped mili-

T ———

‘ thetastinNiangua.» WL v

OR000501270001-6

T
|

from Israel and Guatemaia. US. offi-
cials refused to supply weapons to the
. National. Guard. even. in return for
~ Somoza’s ™ resignation.. The National
Guard: ultimately gave up, not for a
lackof will butforalackofarms. -

‘The rationale: for: Carter’s policy is:
. the view, long cherished. by revision-
ists, that.Castro, Ho Chi Minh, Mao Tse-
-tung and. maybe even:Lenin would
have been fond friends of the United
‘States. had not: Washington rebuffed
" them.. mmoorynnow beingpnno

"To a-worried: segment “of us. om-
"¢ials, including some- in. senior- posi-
tions, this is madness: They believe they
" United States should have braved thej
propaganda barrage- from the left at
" home and abroad, beld-its nose. an
supported the unsavory. Somoza. Nica

‘ragua’is gone, but there. will be furth
' demands._for:.tough-mindedness inj

Washington: as the. Central Amm 2
do:nmouslowly fall.- 55
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How The Washmgten P@st
'Suppressed News of Castro s

Rﬁie In Nicaragua FA

-{ Cuban mvolvement in Nicaraéua It reported his -

- Tribune, is that Castro was up to his ears in not

i

' told thE Ormmz‘x(mn of Am -

MY

“volvement by Cuba and

WASH!NGTON—The Washington Post, the
most influential newspaper in the nation’s capital,
recently put out a booklet about itself. It jncluded

this quote from Eugene Meyer, the father of Kath- : -

arine Graham, who is now the chairman of the
board of the Washington Post Co.: “The first
mission of a ncwspaper is to tell the truth as nearly
‘as the truth may be ascertained. The newspaper
shall tell ALL the truth so far as it can learn it, con-
cerning the important affanrs of America and the
world "

It is ironic that this statement should be reprinted
just when the Post’s editors have blatantly flouted
this noble principle in the reporting of the com-
munist drive to overthrow President Anastasio

Somoza of Nicaragua.
Nicaragua has been taken by a group of com-

munists who have been trained, armed and supplied
by Cuba, with help from Panama, Costa Rica, the |
Palestine Liberation Organization, and 'Venezuela.
There have been unconfirmed reports that Cuban
troops were actual participants in the fighting in
Nicaragua. What is perfectly clear, according to a
secret CIA analysis that was leaked to the Chicago

1
only training and arming the rebels, but also in ;'
giving them strategic and tactical advice. :
This explains whx Sccrctarv :f §;ggq_g¥mc§q
hizat Aw -“-an States on Junc
21 that there was ‘‘mountire =vidence of the in- .
’ siners in the internal -
problems of Nicaragua.’’ Virce did not specify the
evidence, but Col. James C. ihomas, USAF (Ret.) -
has testified that the government had more numer- |
ous intelligence reports.on thé involvement of
Cuba. Thomas was responsibie for Latin American
matters in the Office of the Secretary of Defcnse ;
until his retirement on May 1, 1979.

The Washington Post was perfectly well aware of
all this, but it withheld the information from its !

readers. Incredible though it my seem, The Wash- |

ington Post did not even report Secretary Vance's
statemnent to the OAS about mounting evidence of

et
! Nicaragua, but he cla:med not to know the deta:ls

- had reported on a particular memo, but ““have we

i mentlon ‘was that he had received a letter from me’

speech, to be sure, but it ommed any mention of
that passage

Equally hard 10 believe is the fact that thls great E
' newspaper has to this day told its readers nothing
~ about the revelations in that secret CIA memo of "
specific Cuban aid to the Nicaraguan rebels. Thls <

" was front—page, banner-headline news in the Chi:- -

~ cago Tribune on June 27; It was biacked out by The
‘“Washington Post. Post pubhsher Donald Graham
was asked about this when he appeared on a WRC
radio talk show in Washmston on July 18. Mr.’

Grah W ut‘ uhe dutx‘otthe Post.to,,
e truth about e

at '\va Habpenmg in?

¢ -.‘.I\;:) ASA

of editing of specific stories. - ° i

"Asked if there had been a dellbcratc coverup of ‘
this story by the Post, Graham said *‘no,” but he
added that they couldn’t cover everything. ‘‘We are
a newspaper, not an encyclopedia,’”’ he said. He
said the important question was not whether they

. given the reader all that he ought to know about the

details.”” Graham . added: ' 1 do’ think we’ve

done our job of giving our readers all the s:dcs of :
the story that we had access to » :

What Don Graham knew but neglected to

e e e o < e o

two weeks previously calling his attention- to the
important revelations in the Chicago Tribune about'
the secret memo and to other evidence that_his
editors were suppressing information about the role
Castro was playing in the Nicaraguan fighting.

+ I had received a reply to this letter. It called my'
attention to two articles that had recently appeared |
in"the Post. 'Amazingly, ‘neither of these articles _:
dealt with the aid that Cuba was giving to the Nica-
raguan rebels!.One of them was part of a story that:

' had | run in- ‘the Ch:cago Tribune. The: Post had

edited out evcrythlng in'it that dealt with. Castro’s

.\ald to.the Nlcaraguan rcbclsl So much for ALL’the’-—
trulh EARAR
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Iran Asks ‘~

U.5. to Help
Probe Savak

Agency Apparently
Spent Millions Here

By Bruce van Voorst
Time-Life News Service

TEHRAN. Iran — Iran has asked
the United States to help it investi-
gate the American activities of
Savak, Iran’s secret police, Iranian
Foreign Minister Ibrahim Yazdi
says.

The Savak was disbanded by the
new Iranian government following
the fall of the shah. Iranian students
attending American universities fre-
quently claimed that, under the
shah, the secret police harassed and
spied on them. .

Yazdi, in a wide-ranging inter-
view, said the FBI is investigating
the transfer of millions of dotlars
from Tehran to the Iranian Embassy
in Washington.

“We are determined to track down
huge amounts of money that went to
Washington,” the foreign minister
said, “and we have asked the FBI to
help us. . :

“Some $19 million was spent by

the ex-shah’s secret police in 1976-
77." he continued. “The FBI wan!s to
know whether the Alien Registra.
tion Act was violated, and we want
0 know what Savak chief Mansur
Rafizadeh did with $8 million in
1976. .

“There’'s no record of how it was
spent or who gotit.” -

Yazdi also noted that his govern-
ment has asked the FBI to lcok into
the transfer of S11 million o the
embassy during the shah'’s 1977 visit-
to Washington. ‘

“We gave the FBI consiuerable
evidence on both cases some Six
weeks ago and are waiting {or re-
sults,” the minister added.

(In- Washington, the FBI con-
firmed that the request for assist--
ance had been received and said it
was still investigating.)

“tion there were years of turmoil..
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Wants to Seil Back F-14s

In the interview, Yazdi also con-
firmed that his government has
begun negotiations with the US. to
sell back the F-14 fighter planes pur-
chased by the shah. !

“We have started talks with the:
intention of selling all of them. the
whole system,” he said. "\Ve have no:
problems with the other (weapons) |
systems and will-not be trying to sell !
off other military hardware.”

Throughout the interview, Yazdi
appeared distressed by what he feels
is the failure of West and the West-
ern press to grasp what is now occur-
ring in bis country. :

“There has been a revolution, 58
years of dictatorship are over.” he
pointed out. “Our transition to
democracy is no easier than was
yours — after the American Revolu-

“We are in a period of transition,”
Yazdi continued. “There are no text-
books on running a country after a
revolution. We have no experience.”

Yazdi defended the recent expul-
sion of New York Times Tehran
bureau chief Youssef Ibrahim.
“Every country in the world has
controls,” he said of the explusion,
“and if a correspondent doesn't act
responsibly, he must leave.” .

But Yazdi would not cite anything
specific in Ibrahim’s reporting 1o |
justify the expulsion, criticizing in- \
stead the “general tone.” .

Mildly irritated at a suggestion !
that correspondents will now be is- |
sued visas only if the “'general to- |
ne’'of their reporting is acceptable |
to the Ministry of National Guid-:
ance, Yazdi replied “We're having
visa problems of our own with the
States.”

US.based Iranian students who !

returned to Iran for the summer
cannot get back into the United
States. “We even have sick people
who have appointments for surgical
operations at the Texas Medical Cen-
ter who can't get visas,” he said.
There is, Yazdi conceded, a good
deal of confusion in Iran. “There are
overlapping responsibilities. But
when we: sit down, we resolve the
problem. Take the row over Gen. Az-
zizollah Rahimi, chief of the.army
military police, who challenged nis
military superiors and was fired.
“You had the same problem with

Gen. George Brown, who said things.

about the Jews in America and Zio-
nist pressure forced President Ford

ment,” said Yazdi. He insisted that,

to apologize for the general’s com- |

ments,” the minister argued.

“] believe in the power of the peo-
ple, and T am confident that the |
extremists will finally come to the
middle of the road,” Yazdi contin- !
ued. “This is the most natural way to
react to it. If we respond to such :
agitation measure for measure, then
there will be a chain reaction and
we will not getanywhere.. . .

* “The people made the revolution,” -
he added. “It is-up to the people to
correct our course. If the-people :
were powerful enough to overthrow .
the shah, they have enough power to |
stop these wrongdoings.” !

Asked about his claims that the:
Israelis, and possibly the Americans, .
are responsible-for the unrestin.
Khuzistan and Kurdistan, Yazdi said,
“That depends on what you mean by
‘Americans.’ We-know there are Zio-
nists in the United:-States. We know
ex-President Nixon-visited the shah
and stayed with him 15 hours.

“They were not playing chess or
telling jokes. They were talking busi-
ness. What could that be if not Iran,
the fate of the shah, and the revolu-:
tion?” U

~ Yazdi took sharp issue with refer-
ence to a “parallel” clerical
government-alongside the provi-
sional government of Prime!
Minister Mehdi Bazargan. .. i

“There is no ‘parallel’ govern.-

D U

after the election of a president and
a parliament, the revolutionary
councils and other semi-religious or-
ganizations will “disappear.”™

The foreign minister was particu-
larly sensitiye to suggestions that
the draft. constitution, which will |
probably be approved pretty much !
as it is, provides for an Islamic theoc- :
racy, aclerical state. - - . !
. “Your vocabulary does not apply
to our revolution,” said the foreign °
minister. “Islam is not a religion in !
the Western sense, that is, a private
faitb between an.individual and .
God. We do not have clergy, as dis- |
tinct from lay citizens, and therefore ;
under Islam there can be no clerical- i
ism. <o . i

“But I tell you there is no room ei- :
ther under Islam for secularism. You |
are seeking- to-define a conflict 4
which doesn't exist.” ' i
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U.S. Aides
Liked Shah’s
Army Rule

By Bruce van Voorst
Time-Life News Service

TEHRAN, Iran — Several promi-
nent Americans enthusiastically
praised the establishment of a mili-
tary government by the shah last
November, and even cautioned
about returning too rapidly to civil-
ian rule, according to a highly confi-
dential document.

They included President Carter's
national security adviser, Zbigniew
Brzezinski, CIA chief Stansfield

Rocketeller, the document said. The
paper’s authenticity has been con-
firmed by Iranian Foreignm Minister
Ibrahim Yazdi.

In the document, a 24-page, metic-
ulously prepared handwritten re-
port to the shah by the then-Iranian
ambassador to Washington, Arde-
shir Zahedi, the envoy quotes
Brzezinski’s reaction to the estab-
lishment of the military regime.

“At 4:30 pm yesterday .
Brzezinski called me and said, ‘My
congratulations, it was a very good
decision, and it came at an oppor-
tune time. I understand from read-
ing the (message) traffic that the

British ambassador has warned the
shap about some consegquences.

In his report Zahedi quoted Brze-
zinski as asking, “Do you want us to
make a statement?” Zahedi reported’
that he had suggested that “perhaps.
after his majesty’'s scheduled mes-
sage (to the nation) the US. could
express the view that-after ‘this.
chaos it was a necessary and useful |
measure.” N o

THE WASHINGION STAR (GREEN LINE)
31 July 1979

All of this was a reaction to the!
establishment of a military govern-
ment under the former armed forces
chief of staff, Gen. Golam Reza Az-
hari, after a series of demonstrations
and strikes and a night in which
throngs burned theaters, banks, res-
taurants and government minis-
tries. .

Zahedi’s report, which is undated
but from internal evidence was writ-
ten Nov. S, has circulated in Tehran
for some time but was not widely
quoted because of doubts about its
authenticity. - .

After expressing his-satisfaction
at the shah'’s decision, Zahedi wrote

that Brzezinksi continued, “I hope|

you won't fix a definitive date 1o re-
place the military government with
a civilian one because in that case
your hands will be tied. - o
“This is good news,” Zahedi quotes
Brzezinski as saying. “We shall in-
form the president immediately.”
Though the British ambassador’s
comments are not discussed in de-
tail, that meeting also was men-
tioned by Rockefeller who, accord-
ing +to. Zahedi, - “telephoned
personally to congratulate me on the

establishment of the military gov-|"

ernment.” Rockefeller said the
British ambassador emphasized to
the shah the need for a coalition
government- and ‘“lectured on
history.” =~ - - - , o
Independent reporting confirms
that immediately- before dissolving
the civilian cabinet and establishing
a military regime; the shah called in|
U.S. Ambassador William H. Sullivan]
and British-Ambassador Sir Anthony!
D. Parsons to ask their views, Par-
sons was widely considered the most
able analyst in the diplomatic corps.
According. 10 unimpeachable
sources here, Parsons told the shah,
~1 would not have commented, but
. . -precedent shows that a military
solution, after a revolution is as ad-

vanced as this, does not work.” .. ;.-

‘' comments reported in this docu-

The American ambassador, on the
contrary, told the shah that “the op-
position has failed to seize an excel-!
lent opportunity in your generous)|
offer, and deserves a takeover by a|
military government.” The shah had|
offered his critics several relatively |
minor concessions, which were !
treated with scorn. ;

Further in the Zahedi document,:
which was passed to the shah by his:
Special Bureau chief, Nosratollah

Moinian, g!ahedi reports that, “I/
talked wit aTme"'r'le"a Grner (Ghlel

of the CIA). He believes the National
“FTont (3N UMBTIeIT PoIcar organ

1zation 0 .
arties) has benaved stupidly. Be|
said the Iront leaders were a bunc

of snobs 10 turn down the shan's|

enerous oller." - .

Zahedi then records that “I talked
with Kissinger.on the phone’” and.
"Kissinger was “happy at the news.”
Zahedi quotes Kissinger as describ-
ing the establishment of a military}
cabinet under-Azhari as “the besti
decision his majesty has made, and if]
he had made it earlier perhaps there
would have been fewer difficulties.”

Asked recently about the Zahedi!

ment, Kissinger did not question its
validity, but challenged the accu-
racy of Zabedi'sreporting.. .' ..~
Zahedi concludes his report by
saying that he had been at a “private-
dinner” with a Senator “Wasser-
man”" (the transliteration {rom
Zahedi’s writing in farsi is unclear),
Carter administration official Rob-
ert S. Strauss-and Sen. Abraham
Ribicoff. Zahedi continued, “Ribic-
off said Sen. (Howard) Baker ...
asked Ribicoff to inform his majesty
that he would be a hundred percent
at his majesty’s service and would
notspareany efforttohelp.”~ -
_ “Ribicoff taiked a long time on the
personality of (the shah), his leader-
ship, the measures he has taken and
the importance of Iran. He deliber-
ately did so for the benefit of
Strauss, special adviser to the presi-

w .o [
dent.’ L W e s T e G eams R 2L
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Another Hopeful: Some bcople close to the CIA
are predicting the Shah of Iran will get back on the

Peacock Throne. . .
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Radical Irag Decides |

its Old Marxist Allies
Are Now the Villain

By Dean Brelis :
TimeLife NewsServics

BEIRUT, Lebanon — Iraq, supposedly the arch-
radical nation of the Arab world, is waging a
major assault against communism fnside its bor-
ders — a process that could portend a major shift
irrthe balance of power in the Middle East.

Last weekend, Radio Baghdad described an anti-
government plot allegedly led by Communists
within the government. It said five people had
been arrested, including the deputy prime minis.
ter. Sources here say, however, that as many as 4
Communists have been arrested, tried and exe-
cuted by firing squad. Another 250 Communist
dissidents are reported to beinjail. - :

In 1972, the Baath Socialist Party, which rules

Iraq, welcomed Communists into the National Pro-
gressive Front. But in.May 1978, the marriage of
convenience ended with the execution of 21
Communists for agitation within the army. In -
December, Communists charged with bombings
were executed. ' :
. Then, in February, nearly 2,000 Iraqis accused of
having Marxist leanings or Sympathies were ar-
rested, and in short order; Communist representa.
tion in the National Progressive Front was offi-
cially ended. ' '

The crackdown and this past weekend's events
are of far more than passing interest to the West,
Iraq, which produces 3. million barrels of oil a day,
has reserves that are the equal of, and may even
exceed, Saudi Arabia’s. . IR :

These oil fields are in the area along the bor:
ders with Iran, Turkey and Syria, which. is
traditionally also the Kurdish area of Iraq. For 17
years, Irag fguggt girds geekx‘zl;g}:ultionomy. They
were aided by the and the eli intelligence
agency, the Mossad. - Sy e

Supplies for the Kurds came through Iran, and
in response, the revolutionary radicals of Iraq
gave aid, comfort and sanctuary to those who were
hellbenton destroying the shan. = - .

But in March 1975, the shan cut off the Kurds'
supply route. In return, Baghdad promised it

would no longer support Marxist and Islamici_ ‘

insurgents inside and outside iran,

|

1 August 1979

Last year, Iraq expelled Ayatollah Ruhollah
Khomeini, who for 17 years had been allowed to
use Iraq as a base from which he inspired Iran’s
ant-shah revolution. The shah, in turn, persuaded
the CIA and the Mossad t6 WitRdraw su It of
Kurdsinside Iraq.

ith the Tevolution in Iran, however, Iraq’s
Kurds are back on the warpath, this time, Iraq
says, with the encouragement cf Iranian Marxists
Who are awaiting an opportunity to gain control of
-the Iranian revolution. ’ " S
4 Marxist Islamics, once the darlings of the Bagh-
..dad regime, have thus become today’s villains. -

If the Kurds were to win, the prize would be the"
oil fields of Iraq. . ) . I
*Leaders in Saudi Arabia as wel] as Iraq consider
the threat immediate and pressing. The result, ac- -
cording to some unconfirmed reports, has been an-
overnight, secret military alliance between the-
conservative Saudis and the formerly radical and
pro-Marxist Iraqis. i .. e ]
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| Ex-agent says
- CIA covertly |

recruits at UT -

By CAROL THURSTON SR SR

American-Statesman Staft - '

Former CIA agent John Stockwell of Austin said
Friday that the CIA is covertly recruiting profes-
sors and students on the University of Texas cam-
pus and other major schools in Texas.

G

Interviewed on ‘““Texas Weekly,”” a local public
television program, Stockwell said six case offi-
cers operate undercover from an attorney’s office:
in Dallas to recruit professors and students on the
campuses of Southwest Conference universities
and Louisiana State University in Baton Rouge.
He said no single operative works each campus,
because “they would be too likely to become
known. . ; _

“They travel around with a bunch of business
cards, each carrying a different identity,” Stock-
well said. ‘“One will meet a professor, who will in-
troduce him to students under one name. A few
days later, he works with other targets, using a
different name and cover story.'” Stockwell said -

" he does not think the UT administration knows - -
about the recruiting. .- S .

Stockwell said the students are recruited prima-
rily to spy in other countries. Prime targets, he.
said, are foreign students who: might be “mas-- -
saged" for a year with favors, gifts and smallre- -
tainers from-people they are led to believe are
American businessmen planning to- invest in their
countries. By the time the student is told of the
CIA connection, Stockwell said, he’s usually in so
deep, he signs.up as an agent.

" Stockwell was a CIA agent in Angola before he
resigned in 1977. His book, *‘In Search of Enemies,
A CIA Story,’ condemns the agency for its role in
the Angolan war, a conflict in which he says he-” -
wasa majoroperative. S T

| \
|

P A O S A
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ClA recrurtment cn‘uc;zed

By LYNNE NIEMIEC

~ Six CIA operatives are
working out of a Dallas at-
torney’s office to covertly
recruit students to act as in-

formants, a former CIA agent-

‘said last Friday.

T John Stockwell, a I2-year
member of the CIA and’
former- chief of the Angolan

Task Force, said the!
operatives cover all]

Southwest Conference schools

and Louxsuna State
University.

Professors working for the
CIA set up interviews with
students, Stockwell said. |
While students are unaware |
the interviews are with the :
CIA, Stockwell added that |
nearly ail the professors in- '
volved are aware of the pur- |
pose of the interviews. i

“Third World elite students ’
and students about to study in
foreign countries’” are prime
candxdates for CIA recrmt- |

ment, Stockwell said. ,

Students. are toid by
the operatives that they will
"be acting as consultants for a
large company planning to in-
vest large amounts of money
in the student’s home country.

Students who agree to act as
‘ consultants are not told they
have been acting as infor-
mants until they are too in-
volved to get out of the
arrangement, Stockwell add-
ed.

program.”

Stockwell quit the CIA in
1977 and was offered a jobas a
covert student recruiter
before quitting.

Stockwell said the
operatives rotate campuses to
keep from becoming known.
Various cover stories and
business credentiais are used
in each visit.

STOCKWELL  SAID|{
Money is no problem in CIA
operations and some
professors who deliver top |
candidates are paid as much |
as $1,000 per month.

Stockwell said, however,
that the ‘‘Walter Mitty fac-
tor’”” is the main reason
professors become involved in .
the recruitment program. |
*‘What can be more satisfying '
than to have a real secret |
life,”” Stockwell said. “People
like to feel a little more im-
portant than they are.” :

Dale Patterson, chief of ]
media relations for CIA:
headquarters in Langley, Va.,

.said Tuesday, *‘I have no com- ]

ment whatsoever about the’

KARL SCHMITT, chamnanl
of the government depart-+
ment, said he had never heard -
of the program, as did other -
University professors. and
department spokesmen.

Stockwell said he believes
the CIA should be shut down
because ‘‘secrecy doesn't)
breed quality. Secrecy breeds ‘
mistakes.”’ - . -

“It is common for the CIA 7

_to be off in its intelligence in-{

formation,”” Stockwell said. .}

Stockwell said he believes in
what he calls the ‘‘Allen
Dulles school of inteiligence.”
That school holds that “‘the !
operative should be known by |
the people so the people know
who to tell secrets to,”” he add-

-ed. : o ;}

Stockwell said he does not:
believe the oath of secrecy!
that CIA agents take is valid|
and said it is ‘“‘used to in~
timidate and suppress by the%
CIA.” !

“It is preposterous. It's im~:
possible. You cam’t sign:i
someone at 25 and then expose .
them to crimes and then wave
a piece of paper at them. It/

" wouldn’t stand -up in. court.”” |
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" Judiciary Committee, expressed some’

.- for now to “focus debate on Lthe Is-; . °

: man of a House. Judielary, Subcommltq

'said later that * Kennedyz agreed to " clearly outlmcs the' powers and llmlts

- bill, said’ he plané some éhan
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. Tbe need for expanded FBI pow('
_ers to make “investigative demands”
—similar to administrative subpoenas !
—for phone, insurance and credit rec-
ords, and to investigate terror{st activ-,
itles thit violate state but nct tederal
laws.}y _ =i ol

LA

_ By Char!es R. Babrack
i w“mnnm Post St au Wilter

The Carter administration mustered
an lmpnsswe array of bipartisan sup-
port i'etsterday for the official- unveil. .
ing o he first le islative ch
(5 o ! g charter for

A parade of spenkers mcludmg Sen.:
Edward M. Kennedy (D-Mass.), Attor..
ney General Griffin B. Bell and White
House' aide Stuart Eizenstat lauded
the proposed legisiation as a careful
balance designed to protect American
citizens from a recurrence of past FBI
ahuses . while at the same time
strengthening the nation’s top mvcstl
gative ageney, =

Despite the htany of praise.at-yes:
terday’s. ceremony at FBI headquar-.
ters, it seems clear that several pro-,
vistons 'of the proposed charter will:
be sharply dehated. :

Kennedy, chairman of thc Senate .

Tormation Act if the FBI director de-

mise investigative techniques. -

visions for violations of the charter,
and a vague section outlining the ex-’
tent of congressional oversight. -

The hill introduced yesterday !s the
product of more than a year of dehb—~
erations by Justice Department, FBI;*
White House and congressional*lead-—
_ers.” L 4 ,-t !

FBI Dircctor \tham H Webster‘
- has emphasized that the charter is not
being forced on the bureau, but is be-
.ing welcomed as:a. document that I

reservations in a statement delivered-
when he lntroduced the bm An aide *

v'f-/,\...

sponsor the troublesome provisions ‘of an agent's authority. - -

The charter establishes a serles of
. o7, . “principles? which say the FBI' will fo- i
ch.u-n;\euu its -attention on.criminal conduct;
Anok:i 1awtul,; reiiglous: of 1 political
tee that also will hold' Hearingdon’ thei“ groups,iand ‘will use: “mlnlmal lntm-{
&too. f' non in ts. lnvesugauom. =S N e ',%:
The American Civil Libettles’ Union &~ The {anguage theh spells out hov B

sues.”. | nil i, : .
Rep Doﬂ"lfdw'lrds mc:m }

‘ and several other’ groups monitoring: the broad “principles” will be applied. o

- bill. .

> “required-for triggering in: wstigations -
groups.

. “on - the~basis of ' facts. ot i circum-

: person has engaged is erigaged, or will
. engageyin an activity in vioiation of a
B crimlnnllaw-ol the Unlted Smes."s i VARl

. criminal justice . activities. aiso an-:!In many instances, this will be by

nounced oppositlon to parts of the “guldelines" drawn‘up by the attomey L
i general. : o

o ’Attomeys involved in drafting the

bill said a section-by-section analysis |

Among likely areas of mnvr:oversy' "
® Whether ' the “crimin. :tandard”

is adcquately defined.
cascs

a~peeially in:
mvolvmg suqu oy

the mtent of the framers. i

terronsl X The chatter would replace the sin-’
¢ ‘gle paragraph of federal law that now=!
--provides the FBI wlth lts'operatlng A
authority. L cR .

s Presndent Carter sald in a statemnent
to the - Congress: that " “the contro-
versies of past years,” such as spying
on;Dn Martln Luthex“ Klng Jr. ,and 1

e

The charier ‘would ,glve the FBI.
authority to: conduct'vln"ostngauons

stances {hat reasonably indicate that a

Chai ie F

other actlvists, “are- ln some degree
‘ attribuuble to: this lack o!

‘dlrection. T
¥ Carter added that. enaetmen\'. ot the
‘tharter “will: enable FBI agents to
. tarry out their: duties :with. greater.

: " ‘certain nty,
., Creatlon ot broad exemptibns .. ness.” " _
" from provisions of the F reedom of I " . Beil and his snceessor. Benjamln R._
Clvilem-who was tunanimously ap-
cides public disclosure might compro- . proved by the Senate J“die,m Come-
-’-;-r» -~ mittee- and- is -expected to be
®* Lack of cpecitic énforcement pio~ - firmed as early as
" credit to the groundwork laid by for-
mer attorney general Edward H. Levi.

ing in the Ford administration, said
with a smile that he assumed he was'
invited “as kind of a gracious token”

that the problems of law enforcement |
continue in succeeding administra-
tions, The internal guidelines the FBI
now operates under wero flest set up
by Levi in 1976. ,

s tee, and Semvsnjom ‘“Thurmond ®B-

dorsed the charter bill ymrdm

'ment. commending: the: administration

2ot cxvll right8. For:: instdi

also will be important in establishing | * '

g
.o
;v.. [ ; _;_‘

oh
*

eb ui

]

statutorv

confidlncl“ and ‘effective-

‘,p v».,q P ¥

today, gave special’

Levi, who returned to the Univer
sity of Chleago Law School alter serv-

o e
Rep s Peter* Rodlno (D-N 1.) chair:
man of the House, Judieiary. Comm.it-

5.C) rankln; ‘ninority, member of; the
Sennt: Judlchry Committee aln en-o

"John Shattuek; diréctor of the ACLU s
Washington office,issued 4 state-

for introducing:the bill,' but he said
> the FBI. charter should® “d!rectly,ad-l
dress" issues raised by pcst viohuonsl
, hié said, !
““¢he -charter- doesn’t" spedﬂealiy “pro-
".hibit spying on politicat groups.,; .o
‘Sen. Joseph Biden. (D:DelS, & ¢85
sponsor of the bill, also expresned res-|

! ¢ ervations:ibout a lack of énforcement
provisions; and’said .the standard for‘

. Investtgating: alleged sterrorists was |
too loose. But, like several other crit-
" fes of specific provisions, he said he!

" welcomed the draft charter as‘a well-

develqped startlng point for.debate. . |
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' such: controversiai- investigative tech-
. cover agents and covert criminal acti

" Congress with the legislation, said, “‘The

ternal procedures to. fouowed by
. agentsandm.formas. . e
i Aumcmsmnm

‘memmmtﬁmc{m [
abuses. The charter is an etfort to go one |
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Pro osed Charter GovermngF BI. "
~-Un vezled by Carter Administration

WASHINGTON, July 31 — The Carter
Administration today formally uaveiled
its proposed governing charter for the
Federal Bureau of Investigation. The
charter, which would be the first for the
bureau, restricts but does not prohibit

niques as the use of informers, under-

ty.
President Carter, inunaugesemto

public must be assured that the F.B.1. is
acting properly under the law. This char-
ter strikes the proper balance between
assuring that the civil liberties guaran.
teed toc Americans by our Constitution are
protected and that the F.B.1. can fully
pursue its appropriate functions.”

The charter specifies the powers and
duties of the bureauy, establishing precise

standards and procedures for the conduct | ers

of investigations. It creates safeguards
against harassment of citizens, break-ins

The safeguards uhthetomofgov-
erning principies for the bureau, guide-
lines for conduct to be laid down by the
Attorney General, and specific restric-
tions on some mvasﬁpuve work. The
charteralsocanums.extm\mnstoﬂn-

At the same time, it allows the contin-
ued use of electronic surveillance with
court approval, it authorizes:illegal ac.
tions in certain circumstances, and it in-
creases the bureau’s access to such confi-
denﬁnlmfomﬂonubankrecordsvmh-
“out a grand jury subpoena..

mechanersmmConmtodaywn- o
from an earlier |

tains no major
dranthatmobmmmmybymeral

. news orgamn lnc!udtng‘rhoNew-
‘I'hcdnrutis&n otdise!o-

step further-and pur the- bureau under
‘ controk.;;

T T
smbym

A Tt _,“\My:s '1 F{

Mr. Levimdmsedmcchamrtndayu
a ceremony at F.B.L. headquarters, as
did the chairmen and ranking Republican
members of the Senats and House Judici-'
ary Committees, Attorney General Grif-
fin B. Beil and his designated successor, )
Benjamin- R. Civiletti,” F.B.1. Director
William H. Webster and Stuart E. Eizen.
stat, mmthgpmdmfurdomes-
UCME-',L .#’ & EA] )'35«

"| charter and believe that this draft does

Pxs.t -~ e B Sy
Senator- Edward’ M- Kennedy, 'chair-
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man of the Senate Judiciary Committee, |
who played a major role inj preparing r.he|
draft, said, “The charter symbolizes the
fact that the bureau has learned from its
mistakes and come forward with a char-
ter which will insure that the chroniclied
abuses of the past will not be repeated.’’
Senator Strom Thurmond of South
.| Carolina, the senior minority member of
the committee, said he planned to sup-/
port the charter, indicating that it will not
taumjormemdveoppmidon.- <
But the charter faces serious cbstacles.
to enactment in its present form, pri-
marily from liberal critics. Dozens of
civil liberties groups oppose specific
provisicns, including those that permit
the comtinued use of electronic surveil—
lance, give the bureau access to private
financial records, and approve the:use of

~ Civil libertdes groups- are: also- con-
cerned that the charter would exsmpt the
bureau from of the Freedom of
Information Act and would allow the de-
struction of bureau records that critics
say detail past abuses. They also contend
mtthechnnerfaﬂstopmvidaform
cient Congressional oversights

Jerry J. Berman.legmauwgmmeut
the American Civii Liberties Union, said,
‘“We support the concept ofan:F.B.l.

recognize principles essential to-control-
ling the bureau, but we think that a great
deal of change is necessary to insure :hat
the principles are fully ombodied.” ‘o

Plans to Review Charter =

senatnrxanmdy awueotthnecon—

lhea i &
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THE WASHINGTONIAN

By Vic Gold

(EXCERPT FROM AN INTERVIEW WITH WILLIAM SAFIRE)

Safire: **Nobody around here tells me
what to write or not to write. I'm my own
man, limited only by the laws of libel,
which don’t concern me because 1 know
that | harbor no malice, and even more
important, I have a high regard for the
truth. Before I turn in a piece, ['ve
checked it out thoroughly, and working
for the Times 1I've had the benefit of
watching the best in the business. pros
like Sy Hersh. [ have a lot of respect for
Hersh, but [ doubt if I'll learn to use the
telephone as well as he does. He's one of
the best badgerers in town, and to be
successful in investigative reporting you
have to know how to badger, to stay after
people in positions of power who want to
ston=wall on stories. Take Stansfield
Tu:~ - Now Tumer, there's the guy who
wa pposed’to open the doors and let in
fre- - «ir at the CIA, and he won't even
ret. - calls. I interpret that as a sign of |
wear .ess, asure indication that whatI'm *

deal g with lsapubhc official who can t

starid «he heat.’

[tis 2 v and Bill Safire. having lunched
on a chef’s salad at Duke Zeibert's, is’
back in his office, waiting tor the one call
that will wrap up his day. On schedule,
the phone rings. It is not Stansfield
Tumer, but the columnist’s source on
Zimbabwe-Rhodesia, *‘the one guy,™" as .
he describes him, ‘*who hasn’t been
talked to by anybody else.”” But now
he’ll talk to Safire, as, sooner or later,
will Stansfield Tumer, if he stays in the
kitchen long enough. Ii's inevitable,
given Safire’s talent for being in the right
place at the right time: Jimmy Carter’s
CIA director will either call him back or
one day find himself trapped in the
barber’s chair at Milton Pitts’s estab-
lx:hment with Bill Safire there to pull up ‘
a stool. O
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Documents Reveal CIA

Probed U.S.

. WASHINGTON

Newly released documents reveal
that Walt W. Rostow commissioned
a Central Intelligence Agency inves-
tigation of domestic student dissi-

~dence in the 1960's while he was
. President Johnson's national security

adviser. R

The Jdocuments, known within the
agency as the “‘Family Jewels” be-
cause of their sensitive nature, were
prepar=d in response to a 1973 re-

. quest by James Schlesinger, who was

then director of the c.1.A., for reports

“on all activities that might be consid-
-.ered beyond the agency's legislative

charter. The charter limits the
C.1.A."s actlivity to conducting foreign
intelligence operations.

1968 Report

The 1973 documents were ob-
tained last week under the Freedom
of Information Act by the Center for
National Security Studies. a private-

ly financed research group whose
* purpose is to reform activities of the

intelligence agencies.

According to the Family Jewels, a
report on worldwide student unrest
entitled *Restless Youth” was com-
missicn=d in 1968 because, “con-
fronted by tumult at campuses like

--Columbia and mindful of the vio-

lence accompanying student out-
bursts ut Berlin’s Free University
and «i.ewhere, Rostow sought to
learn ~hether youthful dissidence
was . .rconnected.”

Q- ection of the ‘*“Restless
Yoo~  report ‘“‘drew heavily on
ove:~  ¢rature and F.s.1. reporting

Students

on Students ‘for a Democratic Soci-
ety and affiliated groups.” the docu-
ment said. “Because s.D.S. was a
domestic organization. the full paper
‘Restless Youth.’ including the essay
on worldwide dissent, went only to
nine readers.”

The Center for National Security
Studies said, “The documents reveal
for the first time that satellite photog-
raphy was used by the C.l.A. to
analyze domestic disturbances.” It
reached that conclusion because sat-
ellite spying was mentioned along
with other reports of C.5.A. spying on
U. S. dissident groups. including
statements that: N

» “D.c.s. [the Domestic Contact
Service] collects information on for-
eign students studying in the U. S.”

» “p.c.s. collects information on
physicians practicing in the U.S.
who have studied abroad (mostly
foreign nationals).”

» “o.c.i. [the Office of Current
Intelligence], in 1967 and 1968, pre-
pared intelligence memoranda on
possible foreign connections with the
U. S. anti-war movement and world-
wide student dissidence (including
the s.D.s.) at the request of the White
House.” :

In the same section, the report
said, .“~.p:1.C. [the c.i.a. National
Photographic Interpretation Center}]
and comirex {the National Foreign
Intelligence Board’s Committee on
Imagery Requirements and Exploita-
tion] “‘review satellite imagery from
N.A_S.A. programs to identify photog-
raphy too ‘sensitive’ for public re-
lease.” ~—CATHERINE MYERS
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ST. LOUIS POST DISPATCH
18 July 1979

Further CIA Abuses |

Another apparently illegal activity by the
Central Intelligence Agency has come to light
with the disclosure that the agency used intelli-
gence satellites in the late 1960s to spy on Amer-
ican students engaged in anti-war demonstra-
tions. Although the 1847 law setting up the CIA
explicitly forbade it to exercise law enforce-
ment or internal security functions, the agency
undertcok its domestic spying on the pretext
that it was tooking for “*possible foreign connec-
tions with the U.S. anti-war movement.” None
was found.

Whatever the excuse was for spying on citi-
zens, the operation — ordered at the request of
the Johnson White House — was clearlv not a
preper one for the CIA. It represented an inter- |
ference with what was supposed to be a consti-
tutionally protected activity. This undermining
of citizen rights is only the latest example of
many such CIA excesses. It was exposed
through documents obtained through a suit
under the Freedom of Information Act.
Yet the CIA is trying to get itself more

broadly exempted from compliance with the
FOI law. And it is resisting more stringent re-
straints in a projected new agency charter.
Since the public still doas not know how many |
law violations and other abuses (compiled ina
693-page internal document) have not been

: revealed, this is no time to weaken the FOI act.

I And a great deal of evidence already points to

' the need for a strict charter.

. .

STAT
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ST, LOUIS POST-DISPATCH

editorials

Assassination C@iiee Re;aorts'

nized crime in a joint effost to murder Cuban

The recently completed mvestxgauon by the
House Select Committee on Assassinations has

not resolved, once and for all, the questions -

surrounding the murders of President John F.
Kennedy and the Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King
Jr. On the contrary, it has raised new ones, by
suggesting that both crimes involved conspira-
cies. Heretofore, the nation had been assured
thatLeeHarveyOswaldandJamu EarlRay
were “‘lone assassins.’

The committee suggested that the conspira-
cy to murder President Kennedy may have
involved the Mafia or anti-Castro Cubaas, and
that the King murder may have stemmed from
an offer by two St. Louis area men to pay $50,-
000 to anyone who murdered the civil rights
leader. Although the idea that James Earl Ray
acted entirely alone has always been suspect,

‘the evidence connecting him. wnh t.he St. Loms

offer is only circumstantial.

Ultimately, the committee left it up to the

Justice Department to sort out which of many

possible conspiracies may have actually fig. -

ured in the Kennedy and King slayings. But

msotarasthemamleadsmbepmwd,mey’

shouid be. -

If the sometimes eonuvvers:al investigaﬁon
came up short of conclusive proof, it did devel-
op new-evidence in both cases. In the process it.
has also exposed the deficiencies of the Warren
Commission and Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion inquiries into the killings and ' revealed
numerous. instances of the abuse of official
power, intergovernmental® in-fighting and cov-

er-ups. In particular it shed new light on the - -
mammmcmmm¢

i s T i ) e

charged with investigating the King murder,

. completely protect a president and other lead- -

K CXAandFBIunderthamhothw

Premier Fidel Castro, and focused public atten.
tion, if only briefly, on the CTA's torture of a
defecting Soviet agent who was thougix to hln
information about Lee Harvey Oswald. :. .- -

The deadly seriousness of the commmae’s
work was underscored by the deaths of three
Mafia figures linked to the anti-Castro piot. In
some instances, executioners struck just prior|
to their victim’s giving tastimony to the com-
mittee. There were other deaths associated
with the investigation, as- well, including the
apparent suicide of George de Mohrenschildt,
an exiled Russian aristocrat who had befriend.
ed the Oswalds in Dallas. He died shortly after
allegedly teiling a Dutch journalist that he
played a role in the Kennedy murder and only
hours after a member of the commxttee’s staxf
tried to reach him about testifying.

- The eommmeealsoshowedthattheFBl

had been involved in a conspiracy to discredit
him and other black civil rights. leaders and
*“militants.” It identifed the FBI's smear cam-
paign for what it was — ‘““morally reprehensi.
ble, illegal, felonious and unconstitutional.””. .- -

Perhaps the the most important recommen-
dation the committee made was that the House
give “early consideration’” to legislation outlin.
ing the “proper foreign and domestic inteili.
gence functions of the intelligence and investi-
gative agencies.” It may never be possible to -

ers from private conspiracies, but it should be
possible — indeed, it is eaunﬂal-wbﬂngtho_-

g T
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THE BUKREAU: My Thirty Years in

STAT Hoover's FBI
William C. Sullivan wfth Bill Brown.

"Norton. $12.95 ISBN
Certain to be widely discussed, this
devastating exposé of the FBI under J.
Edgar Hoover packs all the more |
punch because Sullivan, who died

shortly after completing this book, was

the number three man in the bureau |
when he was forced out in 1971. Joined ’
by Brown, best known as a television

writer, he lays bare many secrets to '
document his claim that the long-timé !

director was a danger to his agency and
to the country. Concerned almost ex-
clusively with the images of the FBI
and himself, Hoover, according to the -
author, was only secondanily interested
in crime znd subversion, which, the au-
thor adds, explains why he never went
after the Mafia and why he never gath- .
ered data about terrorists until forced
to. Hoover is presented here as anti-
Semitic and antiblack, sympathetic on-
ly toward those with power and dicta- .
torial toward those without. Sullivan
convincingly de€bunks the Hoover
myth, a regime he himself worked un-
der for 30 years. [September 24}

Approved For Release 2009/04/28 : CIA-RDP05S00620R000501270001-6



0N PAGE

———

__-that the United States plans.to use
.._. electronic surveillance equipment

.and this fact could-only have been

. tored Soviet rocket and missile-ac- |

_ bases inTran. At best, the Norwegian

THE WASHINGTON STAR (GREEN LINE)
30 July 1979

Administration Orders FBl to Find Leak'

o N.Y. Times!

By Jeremiah O'Leary
Washington Star Staff Writer

The Carter administration has
ordered the FBI to findthe source of
a national security leak to The New!
York Times that has been described |
as “much more serious’’ than gener-
ally believed.

The leak, according to informed
sources, involved a Times report

already in place in Norway to help
verify Soviet-compliance with the
terms of the SALT Il treaty.

“What we are trying to do now is
throw the fear of the Lord into some
people,” a high-ranking government
official said, but he admitted there
seemed littie chance of apprehend-

ing the sources for the Txmes arti-

cles ~ - damas € Ay g
In“fact, a well-informed official:

said, the leaked story is incorrect, :

known to a‘handful of people in the
U.S. government.

" This official said"in reality there!
are geographical factors that make it

impossible for electronic listenmg | -

posts in Norway to take the place of
the American “ears” that oence moni-

tivity in central Asia from the lost

listening posts can only pick up te-
lemetry and radio signals from mis-
siles being tested in the USSR.

The United States for years has
made use of facilities at Bodo and
other bases m \Iorway for certam

“official said. ““The real problem isi

about any finger-pointing about

. Stansfield-Turner-Turner was re-

types of electronic monitoring of the|
Soviet Union.

But officials said Wasbmgton
never had any intention of trying to|
convert the facilities in Norway to
more sophisticated use because of
the loss of the Iranian sites and the
possibility that Turkey might refuse
to permit the American U-2 recon-
naissance planes from Turkxsh
bases.

" “The geography 13 all wrong,™ an.

the extreme sensmvny of Norway

their role in watching over what.
goes on inside the Soviet Union.”
Only a limited number of Norwe-
gians have any idea of what goes on
up there, an official said, and the
United States has never advertised

that there are various types of facux{
ties in place in Norway.

Earlier this..month, however
Norweglan Prime Minister Odvar
Nordli himself said Norway would
be willing to let the United States set
up listening posts for monitoring
Soviet compliance with the SALT

treaty if both the United States and

the Soviet Union agreed. -

The Times reported on' July 13
that the FBI had begun an investiga-
tion at the request of CIA Director

ported to be furious at the leak and
demanded an investigation in a let-
ter to Attorney General Griffin Bell.
FBI officials declined to discuss the
matter, but it. has become evident
that an 1nvest1ganon by FBL agents

is under way.
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’1’?"1_1,—0’;; ﬁ o PHTLADELPHIA INQUIRER
CIA informer ~ Was there ever. any doubt as 10

i
i
-1 where. Dooley stood in the struggle
! between freedom and communism?
; There should not have been. Doo-

. DGG]EY: ++ ley's first book, “Deliver Us From

Evil,” contains a foreward by Adm.

Arleigh Burke and is dedicated: “To

4 the men of the US. Navy and the

: | aS e _ courageous escapees of North Viet-
' - . nam who, together, have shown me

® ? ~ the true nobility of lif_e." o

a S alnt . In that book, Dooley recounts !

L 4 numerous episodes. which might-
help us understand why a man c:n

! R itt hristian and a

By Paick s Buchanan - De o0 A ommieg Chrisan and e
"WASHINGTON — The resident | ~ “Now, the ‘two Viet Minh guards
“ombudsman” of the Washington |- went to each child and one of them
press was transparently shaken. '-firmly grasped the head between his
“The press,” he wrote, “is used t0 "hands. The other thén rammed a
being the messenger bearing bad .wooden chopstick into each ear. He
news .~... Bit of late it has been -jammed it with all his force. The

_obliged.to be_as well the messenger  stick split the ear canai wide-and tore
bearing news that defies belief.” _the ear/drum.- The shrieking of the-’

“Item: A doctor, now dead, so ad- children was. heard-all over the vil-

- mired for-his good works that he is: Jage. *. * - Coon ‘
being proposed for Roman Catholic ‘- “Both ears were- stabbed i this
sainthood, turns out to have been a | 'fashion. The children screamed and

-regular informant of the CIA.” - wrestled and suffered horribly. Siace

The “doctor, now dead,” is Tom | their hands were tied behind them,
Dooley, legendary figure from the | they could not puil the wood out of .

*'S0s, being considered for canoniza- | their ears. They shook tQeir heads
tion for having given the best and | and squirmed about, trying to make
‘last years of an abbreviated life min- | the sticks fall out. Finally, they were °
istering to the-victims of poverty, | able to dislodge them by. scraping
disease and communism in Southeast | their heads against the ground.” - -~~~y =~
Asia. - o "The érime these children had

" . Though he “soared swiftly to fame | committed was secret attendance at
as a paragon of brave, compassionate | religious classes, learning the cate-

“works . .". the late jungle doctor left:| chism. Their teacher —- whom Doo-
a record that has become clouded.” | jay treated as well as the children —
So led the Associated Press report. - had his tongue torn out by a pair of
. ‘An “ambiguous legacy,” concluded. | * pijers in front of the children.

_one contributor tq: the' Religious { = Surely, a merciful God will forgive -
News Service. - - - - Dooley teliing the-CIA the-where -

. And what crime against decency | abouts of the troops who-committed’

"did Dooley commit that “defies be- | these atrocities =~ even if his moral
lief;” that left his record “¢louded,” S“p!ﬂﬂﬂ among our capital elite

e e <~ . = et

his legacy “ambiguous™?- -~ ‘-~ “canfot absolve him for being.an
" Well, documents- recently’ un- | Americanpatriot. . Ce]
earthed reveal that during his six | ~-=r ~ooe--- om0 o T T

. years of service ta the persecuted.
peoples of Indochina, Dooley regular-
ly inturmed . American intelligence

‘on the movement of Communist

~ammunitionand troops. = .

Presumably, siding with the Unit-

“ed’ States. ip- the - twilight struggle:-

.against communism has become a.

.disqualification for the communion -

. of sains. Apparently, one can no
longer be both an American patriot.

- _and asoldierof Christ. - . -
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INTELLIGENCER (WHEELING, WEST VA.)
10 July 1979
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Gomg Too Far

_The American penchant for
ver compensation is obvious in
fhe shenanigans of something
calied theé Covert Action Iafomu»
tion Bulletin. 4
The publxcauon which says it
is out to destroy the Central
Inteiligencei Agency, has been
periodically publishing the
names of persons it alleges to be
CIA_agents working under diplo-
matic cover in foreign countries.
Its latest “hit list’’ — that could

be an apt "description since in.

some instances the publication is
jeopardizing the very lives of
some of the people they identify
as U.S. spies — has 20 persons,

including. three women, namedl
' . and the consequences the Muslim

as alleged CIA agents.

The publication adds these
names to scores of others it has
identified throughout the world
as CIA or National Security
agents. It is also promoting a
book by renegade CIA official
Philip Agee which names
hundreds of alleged agents. - .

This is, of course, a carryover
Mrom the Watergate days. in
rashington when most exten-

ions of the executive branch. of -

government were being looked at
ith a jaundiced eye.
Congress delved deeply into the.
abuses being worked on foreign-

ers .nd Americans by the intel-

ligeace communities and took

some drastic steps — too drastic
many contend ~ to see that the
questmnable practices were
halted

- Even the Congress, whlch

-tends to get carried away in the

heat of passion and public._opin-.
ion, did not contemplate doing
away with with the CIA.

‘We simply cannot function in
today’s rapidly changing world
without our leaders being privy
to information on movements.
and actions in foreign lands
which threaten to have a pro-
found impact on our lives.

What has been described as our
shocking lack of information
about the true situation in Iran

takeover there held for us is often
cited as one of the factors
involved in our current gasolme
crisis.

Of course, if we wish to present
ourseives to the world as a
civilized nation, there must be
limits beyond which our intellig-
ence and counter-intelligence
forces cannot .go, but the Con-
gress has, and is, monitoring thxs
closely.

What we don’t need is a group
of citizens who have taken it upon

- themselves to be the conscience

of. this nation by trying to elimi-
nate our mtelhgence gathering
forces and in doing so, Jeopardlze
the future of every American. -

T
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| In Singapore Are Described in CIA Study

e { Serious Difficulties = -
. By JtM DRINKHALL - - But in a June 1973 intelligence report, the
Stifp Reportor nf THE WaLL STREKT JOCRXALL. % was ﬂmmﬂ the bank: n‘s‘ln *oe-
“Considerable losses” by Soviet banks financial dilficulties becames of 3z ov-
| operating outside the USS.R. lod toa So- | *eXUemMomofcreditsr G
;.get. government directive in 177 ordering .:m iy Jending W
e institutions to curtail “‘drastically” their Narodny was said to be making loans “as if

commercial banking activitles, a report by | 00 ol were unlimited, mainly to custom
ge U.S. Central mm Am com 3 | wﬁl{um

lmgy“mu"mm ariier dnn the-Soviets prev- 1974 C1A report specified how the Soviets dis-
. covered that two senior employes at the

by the CIA between 1 apparently
, by the 1972 and 1977, The docu-

ments provide a rare glmpee o th higly D o T .
secretive wo etbanking. .- ... y :
T o s T | e e

oup in Brit- .
ain, was set up in 1919 to finance East-West m:w”;niﬁm d.part):nm ml:a chain
frade, but has since ventured into all kinds | 5 "Sineapore, went out of business, accords
s AT TR AR MR
Pore 1T gL e o e
Loud. Clothes and Manners ‘e s

|
|
¢
E
g
i
g

bankers described the Soviets “as acting | [ utstanding loans of over $%8 million. Al-
comp oud o rieans. :'demme:md
o e v loud clothes and maners. | |- jegs, than 200 local (Singapore) Dusiness

s weren't exdenriog e i e Criensy | 1R e ity wis g

banking community.” - - - . s mmm"mm:ﬂmd

. Also, the CIA said,”the branchr's Soviet:| - - Aos

manager, V.1 Ryzhkav, was buying a 21-bed~ Dawe, began foundering.. Moscow Narodny
f

room house for the current equivalentof 220,-'| . loans to him totaled $09° miilion,
000 723 T e B0 e * said its to

o R while Mr. Dawe said they were about S
- While the CTA' expected the Moscow No-- _mﬂmimmmaﬂ that the

iodny Singapore drunch to operate in an as
thoroughly capitalistic’’ manner as its Lon~-
don parent, it aluquondam;unsay'mg

the bank would b “the funding mechanism | | Mr. Dawe. Wio WS TR T o oriey of
;mmaummmmm«mi t g::amn barely Mam‘;mw‘:
onesig.” - - Lo ey . .t 1 m him. ¥
Banking sources as well as the CIA said’ the agency has " hc: Mr.
the branch's “primary asest” was its local Published reports have bed bor~

operating: manager, P.K. Teo, a banker Dawe 23 Moscow Narodny’s biggest:
rower, :

with an “exceilent reputation’” and “ex- - g
ceilent credentlals.” .. = .. iz that title to another Singapore businessman.
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